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Positive Trends in Entrepreneurship

This 12th anniversary release of the Michigan Entrepreneurship
Score Card marks more than a decade of our rigorous analysis
of and reporting on our state’s enfrepreneurial environment and
economy. This year's Score Card shows evidence of the positive
trends reported in the previous four years beginning to plateau
and in some cases decline — underscoring the need to maintain
a vigilant focus on entrepreneurship if we intend to sustain real
impravements in Michigan's Entrepreneurial Change, Vitality and
Climate Indices.

A review of the past 12 years since the Score Card was first
published shows a clear path of growth and improvement in
Michigan's entrepreneurial economy as our state emerged

from the recession. The positive trend caught flight in 2010 and
continued for four years. The improvements were rapid — and
the positive trends were exciting. As Score Card author and
siatistician, Graham Toft, commented, there was a “...noticeabla
uplick in important metrics supporting Michigan's entrepreneurial
environment and a number of posifive trends. After a decade
marked by challenging times for the stale’s entrepreneuria!
efforts and a lack of improvement relative to other stales, we had
evidence of significant growth and an encouraging direction for
entrepreneurship.” With evidence of that growth and direclion
slawing, now is the time to concentrale more investment and effort
in the activities that lead to a thriving entrepreneurial economy.

We set out to benchmark Michigan lo the other 49 states
12 yaars ago, because it was essential to have visibility an
and understanding of the metrics that could give us valuable

information for designing entrepreneurial support programs

and advancing public policies that could improve our standings
We knew the first Score Card wauld not show Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy in a positive light and that change would
come slowly. We also knew we had the opportunity to be part of
a new trajectory for entrepreneurship in Michigan by reporting on
our progress and keeping entrepreneurship top of mind.

Qur mission is to ignite, unleash and promote a culiure of
enirepreneurship that will be the catalyst for more opportunity,
prosperity. critical thinking and seli-reliance for everyone in our
state. In our effort to contribute o the positive fulure of Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy, MiQuest will conlinue to publish the
Entrepreneurship Score Card and use it to identify opportunities for
improvement. We'll continue to develop new initiatives to promote
and celebrate entrepreneurship and o build an increasingly
vibrant entrepreneurial culture. As this year's managing partner for
Michigan 50 Companias to Waich, and as a partner with Crain's
Detroil Business and the Michigan Small Business Development
Cenlers, we are convening enirepreneurs for peer learning and
business relationship building, celebrating Michigan's successes,
supporting the efforts of hundreds of entrepreneurs, and slepping
in where important work needs to be done.

Please join me in making Michigan THE State of Entrepreneurship.
Sincerely,

Yan Ness
Chair, MiQuest Board of Directors
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SCORE CARD SPONSORS

MiQuest extends a special thank you to this year's Score Card financial sponsors.
Without sponsorship support this publication would not be possible.

Clark Hill

Ciark Hill, PLC is an entrepreneurial, full service law firm that
provides business legal servicas, government & public affairs,
and personal legal services to clients throughout the country.
With offices in Arizona, Delaware, lliinois, Michigan, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, Washington, DC, and West Virginia, Clark Hill has
more than 300 attorneys and professionals.

Consumers Energy

Consumers Energy provides natural gas and electricity fo 6.6
million of the state’s 10 million residents in all 68 Lower Peninsula
counties. Consumers Energy is a founding participant of the
Pure Michigan Business Connect campaign, and is committed to
spending $1 billion more with Michigan-based companies in the
current five-year period.

Crain’s Detroit Business

Crain’s Detroit Business provides news, data and analysis for

the business and civic community in Southeast Michigan in ways
that help them run their businesses, advance their careers and
build the regional economy, Crain's helps build community within
Southeast Michigan by sharing news and data and through events,
partnerships and digital conneclions. Monthly, Crain’s spotlights
second-slage businesses and their strategies for success.

DTE Energy

DTE Energy Company is a diversified energy company involved in
the development and management of energy-related businesses and
services nalionwide. DTE's largest operating subsidiaries are DTE
Electric and DTE Gas. These regulated ulility companies provide
electric and/or gas services to more than three million residential,
business and Industrial customers throughout Michigan, Their
electric and gas utility businesses have each been in operation for
over a cenlury, DTE has leveraged their wealth of experience and
assets o develop a number of non-utility subsidiaries which provide
energy-related services to business and industry nationwide.

MiBiz

MiBiz helps readers in West Michigan make money, save money
and find money to grow their businesses. In print and online,
MiBiz offers engaging conlent in a number of business areas,
including manufacturing, commercial real estate, finance, the
booming craft beer industry, nonprofit businesses and more.
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Michigan Association
of State Universities

The Michigan Association of State Universilies serve as the
coordinating board for Michigan's 15 public universilies, providing
advocacy and fostering policy lo maximize the collective value
these institutions provide in serving the public interest and the
State of Michigan.

Each year, Michigan's public universities serve nearly 300,000
students, providing excellent undergraduate and graduate
educalion, internationally renowned research, and services

to Michigan's employers, government leaders, non-profit
organizations and cilizens. Learn more at www.masu.org.

Michigan Municipal League

The Michigan Municipal League is dedicaled to making
Michigan's communilies better by thoughtfully innovating
programs, energetically connecling ideas and people, aclively
serving members with resources and services, and passionately
inspiring positive change for Michigan's greatest centers of
potential: its communities.

Michigan State Housing
Development Authority

The Michigan State Housing Development Authority's (MSHDA)
mission is lo enhance Michigan's economic and social health
through housing and community development activities.

MSHDA invests in people and places in order o build a strong
and vibrant Michigan. MSHDA forges creative and collaborative
parinerships, shares knowledge and largets resources lo improve
quality of life.

Small Business Association
of Michigan

The Small Business Associalion of Michigan (SBAM) is a
Michigan-based industry asscciation that focuses the buying
power, political power, and shared resources of thousands of
small business members. SBAM has been successfully serving
small businesses in all 83 counties of Michigan since 1969.
SBAM is the only statewide association that focuses solaly on
serving the needs of Michigan's small business community.

All of SBAM's programs and services exist to improve the
business climale and conditions in which Michigan smalt
businesses operate.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 2016 — Twelfth Edition of the Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card
reports a slowdown in the positive trends that have been at work in the
Michigan entrepreneurial economy during the post-2009 economic recovery.
Last year's Score Card pointed to the positive trends continuing ‘but with
slightly less gusto'. Although the remarkable growth trajectory in Michigan’s
key entrepreneurial metrics has leveled off, Michigan remains a top
performer among the industrial Midwest states.

The *entrepreneurial economy’ refers to the sole
proprietorship/small/mid-size business segment of the
for-profit sector. This segment is known for its dynamism —
lots of establishments forming, merging, surviving/failing,
expanding/contracting, moving and growing. Research
continues to confirm that over 50 percent of net new jobs
are created by this segment of the economy and by growth
companies in particular.

The State Coincident Index, a broad measure of recent
short-term economic change, shows Michigan slipping
somewhal in the lalest three-months (Aug-Nav, 2015) and
in the two prior data releases. For those same periods,
Ohio has continued on a more consistent upward trand.
Longer term, since late 2009, as shawn in the graph below,
Michigan and Ohio have been the titans of the Industrial
Midwest states and have outperiormed the U.S. average.
While Michigan had slightly outperformed Chio for much
of 2015, its trend has not been as consistent and the
most recent three-month change is pointing ta it falling
behind Ohio.

Industrial Midwest Coincident Index
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Apparent from updates lo the Score Card's three primary
measures below, Michigan's entrepreneurial economy in
2014 was a conliributing factor to Michigan's economic
strength during the past five years. And while Score
Card research cannot say yet with empirical certainty
that a healthy and improving entrepreneurial sconomy
causes state economic growth, the evidence is becoming
more compelling of a very close synergy between the
entrepreneurial economy and the larger state economy.

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edition

Over the past 12 years of extensive data gathering and
continuous methodology improvement, the Michigan
Entrepreneurship Score Card team has used, tested and
refined three distinct indexes that together do a remarkably
comprehensive and effective job capturing the relative
“health” of Michigan’s “entrepreneurial economy” refalive
to other states. These indexes are Entrepreneurial Climate,
Change and Vitality and are defined as:

CLIMATE: The factors that support the entrepreneurial
economy

CHANGE: The direction and momentum of growth in
the entrapreneurial economy

VITALITY: The level of entrepreneurial activity relative
{o that in other states

This report incorporates the latest full year of data, 2014.

Entrepreneurial Climate

Most important for Michigan is an improving Entrepreneurial
Climate. This Index measures the undarlying supporting
conditions for the entrepreneurial economy. It includes sub-
indexes related o innovation, capital access, and general
business conditions.

After being flat for most of the decade, Michigan’s
Entrepreneurial Climate experienced exceptional gains
between 2010 and 2013, nationally and regionally, scoring in
the Top 10 of states in 2011 and 2012 and outperforming its

Entreprensurial Climate
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Indusirial Midwest competitors. There was a significant drop in
performance in 2013, with 2014 showing a hait 1o that decline.

Michigan is nol the only Industrial Midwest slate to have
lost steam on this Index in 2013 and it remains an average
perfarmer in the Industrial Midwest for 2014,

Factors conftributing to the score sofiening and competitive
slippage in Michigan's Entrepreneurial Climate are: IPO
Financing, University Royalty/License Income, and State
Venture Capital, as well as Export Growth, Export-related

Jobs and Private Business Profit Growth, In terms of the three
Climate sub-indexes, Michigan's strengths are in Research and
Innovation and General Business Growth; its vulnerability has
always been in access to Financial and Institutional Capital.

Entrepreneurial Change

Entrepreneurial Change is a ‘'movement index' that shows
the direction in which a state's entrepreneurial economy is
going relative to other states. Entrepreneurial Change is
comprised of running three-year averages of variables that
broadly indicate the direction of entrepreneurial economy
growth or decline. Entrepreneurial Change speaks to the
level of success entrepreneurs are actually experiencing in
Michigan relative to other slates.

Among other things, a state’s Entrepreneurial Change is
influenced by its Entrepreneurial Climate above, sometimes
with a one- or two-year lag.

As Entrepreneurial Climate began to improve after 2009,
it was not surprising that Michigan's Entrepreneurial
Change also showed an increasingly positive trend.
Beginning in 2008 the Entrepreneurial Change Index
began to pick up dramatically, suggesting that as Climate
improved, Michigan's entrepreneurs began to gel more
active — and successful. The Change ranking peaked at 7
in 2012, up from 41 just two years before.

Michigan's improvement in Entrepreneurial Change
performance has been pretty dramatic, from the bottom of
scores for Industrial Midwest states in the mid-2000s to the
top of the range of the Industrial Midwest by 2011. However,
it showed signs of losing steam in 2013 and that continues
lo be the case in 2014. This slowdown is evident across the

Entrepreneurial Change
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Industrial Midwest and even for the top performing states
nationally. Even as its performance declined, Michigan held
its place in the Top 15 states, with a rank of 12.

The direction of Entrepreneurial Change in turn influences

a state’s relative level of entrepreneurial activity — its Entre-
preneurial Vitality. Entrepreneurial Vitality variables fogether
present a broad measure of the level of entreprensurial
aclivity going on in a state relative to the activity in other
states. The Entrepreneurial Vitality Index is a slow-to-change
structurally-driven “outcome” index that captures the size of
the entrepreneurial economy, relative to other states.

Entrapreneurial Vitality
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Because of the number of large corporations that drive
Michigan's economy, it will take some decades for
Michigan’s entrepreneurial activity to build up its relative
size. Michigan’s strides in Enlrepreneurial Climate and
Change Indexes between 2009 and 2012 suggested that
this transformation was under way, but performance in all
three entrepreneurship Indexes shows a slowing of these
significant improvements.

The 2016 Economic Qutlook

Michigan's recovery has been

driven by many factors, including its
increasingly robust entrepreneurial
economy. Traditional mainstay
industries have afso contributed. The
progress reported in recent years may
reaccelerate. In the near term, the
economic prognosis for Michigan looks
moderalely promising according to

the Leading Indexes prepared by the
Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia.
Over the past four months Michigan
has been reported in the second
highest category for forecasted growth
over the next six months. However, as
of November 2015, Michigan's growth
is expected to improve over the nexi

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs

Relative to other states, Michigan's Entrepreneurial Vitality
score ranks 35, just below the median dashed line of 100
(where it is bunched tightly with many lower scoring states).
Itis now in the lower range among the Midwest states. The
top performer on Entrepreneurial Vitality is Massachusetis
with an exceptionally high score, causing the scale of the
changes in Michigan and other lower performers to appear
relatively smail.

November 2015 State Leading Indexes
(Expacled 6-Month Change in State Coinciden| Indexes)

six months between zero and 1.5
percent, moving it down to the third
growth category out of six. Most of the

"k

b

B Less thon -4.5%
B 1 5% 04 5%

=3 0.0%! 10 -1.5%
BN 0 0% to 1.5%
Wl 1.5% 104.5%

Industrial Midwest slates are in the
same categoery. The outlook remains
encouraging but cautious.
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Five Insights about Michigan’s Evolving Entrepreneurial Economy

Throughout the economic stresses and transformations of
Michigan's own “Great Recession” which began in the early
2000s, and the rebound that started in earnest in 2010,

the Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card has chronicled
the slow, often uneven, but nonetheless positive
improvement of Michigan’s entrepreneurial econamy.

Twelve years of Michigan Entrepreneurial Score Card
data help explain the past and illuminate the opporiunities
and challenges forward for Michigan's entrepreneurs. The
data points to five “insights” on the state of Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy.

In the data across all metrics for the period 2004 through
2014 we see evidence that its entrepreneurial economy
was particularly hard hit by Michigan's Great Recession,
and yel remained resilient. We also see that Michigan
has maintained many critical ingredients for more robust
entrepreneurial growth in this next decade, and yet there
are numerous "drags” that have and continue to inhibit the
success of Michigan's entrepreneurs,

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edition

INSIGHT 1:

The rate of improvement in Michigan's pasi-recession
entrepreneurial economy is sfowing, but there is an overall
betler entrepreneurial economy teday than 10 years ago.

INSIGHT 2:
Michigan holds onto key ‘technology and high-skill economy’
leadership remarkably well.

INSIGHT 3:
Michigan's general Business Climate remains mediocre,
but is improving.

INSIGHT 4:

Michigan’s Quality of Life supporis and attracts entrepreneurs.

INSIGHT 5:

Poor Infrastructure continues to hinder business growth.
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Summary Results for 2014 are as Follows:

National 2016 Score | 2014 [ 2016 Score | 2015 Score | 2014 Score | 2013 Score

Performance Card Rank | Changein | Card Rating | Card Card Card

{1=best out of (2014 data) | Rankings | (2014 data} | Rating Rating Rating

50} From | (2013 data) | (2012 data} | (2011 data)
| 2004 Data

Year !

Entrepreneurial i i

Climate 23 * - e

Entrepreneurial i o -

Change 12 — " i = z

Entrepreneurial i <o

Vitality = . ‘ -

Note: The Score Card uses two methods to compare Michigan
with the 49 other states: rankings and rafings. Rankings
indicate Michigan's rank order among alf 50 stafes {where 50 is
fast). But ranks may fait o discem competitive differences. The
Score Card's Five-Star Ratings indicate performance relative
to quintiles of scares. The range of scores is cul inlo & equal-

This year's Michigan's Entrepreneurship Score Card
rankings show great improvement in the entrepreneurial
economy from 10 years ago. Michigan's performance since
reaching its peak in 2010 to 2012 has dropped and levelled
off, but Entrepreneurial Change and Entrepreneurial Climate
rankings conlinue to indicate healthy performance.

Entrepreneurial Climate recovered ils three-star raling
after a slip in 2013. Michigan's Entrepreneurial Change
conlinues in 2014 with a three-star rating and retains a rank
of 12 for the second year in a row, whila Entrepreneurial
Vitality showed some decline in rating in 2014 and a drop in
rank from 31 last year to a current rank of 35.

These findings above indicate that while Michigan is now

well past the economic stresses of 10 years age much work
remains to be done if it is to be counted among the nation’s

top entrepreneurial states. True prosperity will be unsustain-
able without an increasingly diverse and successful pool of
entrepreneurs innovating in substantial ways. Consequently,
Michigan leaders will want to focus now on improving the Vitali-
ty score which speaks to the overall level of entrepreneurial
and small business activity relative lo other states.

Much can be learned from Michigan's accomplishments,
especially looking closely at the activities that drove
improvements between 2011 and 2014. The table below
lisls the 14 Score Card metrics that stand out as four-year
gainers for the state. Each of these metrics has improved
in rank by 10 points or more since 2011. Most of these
gainers speak to a positive entrepreneurial dynamism —
suggesling that it's possible to produce gains in the size of
the entrepreneurial economy, ultimately measured by an
improvement in Entrepreneurial Vitality.

sized segments. So for example if the 50 stales score from 0
to 10, one star stales are those with a score between 0 and 2,
while five stars (*****) indicates performance in the range of 8
to 10. Where top performers do much better than most, there
will be few 5-star states, while when bottom performers are
numerous, thera will be many 1-star states.

® Proprietor's Income Growth per Proprietor
e 5-Year Establishment Survival
® Business Incubators

e State Business Tax Structure
® Unit Labor Cost

& Small Business Growth

® NSF Funding Rate

e Gross Domestic Product Growth
® Renewable Energy Use

e Airport Performance

® Broadband Connections

& Generational Creative Class

® Clean Air

The metrics in bold also appeared as multi-year gainers
in last year’s report.

Empowering Michigan Enirepreneurs



SECTION 1

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs

Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Climate,

Change, and Vitality: 2004-2014

Michigan's entrepreneurial economy is complex. It is important to capture the
many nuances/dimensions of the entrepreneurial economy and their rate of
change. This cannot be effectively understood through a single measure or metric,
Understanding how Michigan’s entrepreneurial economy is positioned relative to
the entrepreneurial economies of other states is even more challenging.

The Score Card project is motivated by the goal that
Michigan be counted among the nation’s top five
entrepreneurial states achieved through enhanced,
deliberative entrepreneur-focused growth strategies.

Broadly, how has the Michigan “Entreprenaurial

Economy"” besn doing? Over the pasl 12 years, Michigan's
entrepreneurial progress was initially highly challenged and
slow to improve relative to other states. But a noticeable
uptick was detected post-recession in the five years of data
from 2010 through 2014. There was evidence of a number
of very positive trends at work. Although Michigan has
some enduring strengths to build upon in its entrepreneurial
economy, some of those positive frends are losing gusio.

The ‘entrepreneurial economy’ refers to the sole proprigtorship/
small/mid-size business segment of the for-profit sector. This
segment is known for its dynamism - lots of establishmenis
forming, merging, surviving/failing, expanding/contracting,
moving and growing. Research continues to confirm that more
than 50 percent of net new jobs are created by this segment of
the economy and by growth companies in particular.

Over the past 12 years of extensive data gathering and con-
tinuous methodology improvement, the Michigan Entrepre-
neurship Score Card team has used, tested and refined three
distinct indices that together do a remarkably comprehensive
and effective job capturing the ‘health’ of Michigan's ‘enlre-
preneurial economy’ relative to other states. These indices
are Entrepreneurial Climate, Change and Vitality:

¢ ENTREPRENEURIAL CLIMATE -
Entrepreneurial Climate is an index made up of
metrics that together give a composite indication of the
underlying supporting conditions for the entrepreneurial
ecoriomy. it includes three sub-indexes related to
innovation, capital access, and general business
conditions. The Research and Innovation sub-index
measures investment in and returns from innovative
activity, while the Financial and Institutional Capital
sub-index takes the pulse of aclual cash flow as well as
institutional support for small firms and startups. The
General Business Growth sub-index captures the vitality
and health of the underlying business economy that

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2046 Edition

supports entrepreneurial dynamism. The Entrepreneurial
Climate s in turn partly influenced by a much wider range
of state-level 'secondary drivers' that include measures
of educalion, workforce and labor productivity, business
costs, and infrastructure. Of course it is affected by
broader national and international economies as well.

ENTREPRENEURIAL CHANGE -
Entrepreneurial Change is a sensilivity index that shows
the direction a state’s entrepreneurial economy is going
relative to other states. Entrepreneurial Change is
comprised of running three-year averages of variables
that broadly indicale the direction of entrepreneurial
economy growth or decline. Entrepreneurial Change
speaks 1o the level of success entrepreneurs are actually
experiencing relative to other states. It includes data

on commercial enterprises including numeric growth,
start-ups, fast-growth/high tech businesses, payroll, and
proprietor income. Entrepreneurial Change is influenced
heavily by the slate's Entrepreneurial Climate.

ENTREPRENEURIAL VITALITY -

The direction of Entrepreneurial Change, in turn,
influences a state's refativa level of entrepreneurial activity
- its Entrepreneurial Vitality. Entreprenaurial Vitality
variables together present a broad measure of the level of
entrepreneurial activity going on in a state relative to other
stales. in particular, Entrepreneurial Vitality is comprised
of measures of levels of business creation, performance,
and capitalizalion. The number of self-employed and the
net business churn, or turnover, are measures of start-up
aclivity. Fast-growing companies and invesiment awards
give insight into the successfulness of the innovative
activities of incumbent and new firms.

The Entrepreneurial Vitality Index is a slow-to-change
structurally-driven “outcome” index that measures

the size of a state's entrepreneurial economy over

time, relative to other stales, This has proven to be
consistently the case even though many of the individual
metrics that comprise the Entrepreneurial Vitality Index
can be quite variable from year to year, especially with
changes in the business cycle,
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A relational understanding of how these indices relale to one
another is shown in this pyramid:

Entrepreneurial Vitality Index
(Level of Activity)
TV VVVVVVYVY

Entrepreneurial Change Index
{Change in Activity)

| PRIMARY,DRIVER ME!

Entrepreneurial Climate Index
{Supporting Conditions)

- SECONDARY D!

Education, Workfarce Preparedness,
Productivity and Labor Supply,
Business Costs, Regulatery Envireonment,
Lega! Environment, Physical Infrastructure,
Digital Conneclivity,

Quality of Life {(Sense of Piace)

An intentional separation of level, or stalus, measures in
the Vitality Index from change measures in the Change
index is a distinguishing feature of this Score Card. Each
index is made up of five or more metrics and much more
information about the specific designs and sources of
indices and their metrics are covered in Seclions 3 and 4.

As shown in the following charls, the evolving health of
Michigan's Entrepreneurial Climate, Change and Vitality
has been generally very posilive over the past four to five
years relative to slates nationally and to the Industrial
Midwest. Some softening of the index scores has occurred
comparing this report to last year's Score Card. In fact,
the national and Michigan scores peaked in 2012 for all
three indexes.

Note: The following charts caplure two things: where
Michigan's score ranks among other stales and how
strong/weak that score is. Each Index is scaled so that the
mid-poin! state/median score is 100. Typically, 25 states
fall above and 25 states fall below 100 (if there are no
missing data or identical values). The spread between the
upper and lower lines shows the range of scores from top
to bottom performing states. The median 100 does not
necessarily lie “in the middle" of the score range as lop
performers might have exceptionally high values, or in the
reverse case, poor performers may have exceptionally
low values.

Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Climate
(2004-2014) - Rank 23

Most important for Michigan is an improving Entrepreneurial
Climate. This Index measures the underlying supporting
conditions for the entrepreneurial economy. It includes sub-
indexes related to innovation, capital access, and general
business conditions.

Entrepreneurial Climate
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After being flat for most of the decade, Michigan’s
Entrepreneurial Climate experienced exceptional

gains in 2010 through 2012, scoring within the “Top

10" of states and outperforming ils Midwest compelitors.
After 2012, however, siates nalionally and in the Industrial
Midwest experienced a downward trend in Entrepreneurial
Climate scores. Michigan experienced a significant slowing
of its momentum and ranked 21 in 2013 and has dropped
slightly to a rank 23 in 2014.

Michigan was not the only Industrial Midwest stale to have
lost steam on this Index in 2013. The general downward
trend has resulied in Michigan keeping an average score
among those states in 2014.

Faciors contributing to score soflening and competitive-
ness slippage in Michigan’s 2014 Entrepreneurial Climate
are: IPO Financing, Universily Royalty/License Income,
and State Venture Capital, as well as export and business
profit growth. In terms of the three Climale sub-indexes,
Michigan's vulnerability has always been in capital access.

Empowaring Michigan Entrepraneurs




Entrepreneurial Change
(2004-2014) — Rank 12

Entrepreneurial Change is a ‘'movement index’ that shows the
direction in which a slate's entrepreneurial economy is going
relative to ofher states. Entrepreneurial Change is comprised
of running three-year averages of variables that broadly
indicate the direction of entrepreneurial econormy growth or
decline. Entreprensurial Change speaks to the leve! of success
entrepreneurs are actually experiencing relative to other slates.

Among other things, a state's Entrepreneurial Change is
influenced by its Entrepreneurial Climate above, somelimes
with a one- or two-year lag.

As Entrepreneurial Climate began to improve quickly after
2009, it is not surprising that Michigan's Entrepreneurial
Change also showed positive signs. Beginning in late
2008, the Entrepreneurial Change Index began to pick up
dramatically, suggesting that as Climate improved, Michigan's
entrepreneurs began to get more aclive — and successful. By
2012, the rank was 7, up from 41 just two years before.

Entrepreneurial Change
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The improvement in Entrepreneurial Change in Michigan has
been pretty dramatic, from the bottom of scoras for Industrial
Midwest states in the mid-2000s to the top range of the Industri-
al Midwest. However, it showed some signs of losing steam in
2013 and continuing to do so in 2014. Other Industrial Midwest
states are seeing a similar trend and Michigan continues to
perform al the top relative to those states. Michigan ranked 12
in 2013, up from 21 in 2042, and it remains at 12 for 2014.
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Michigan’s Entrepreneurial Vitality
(2004-2014) — Rank 35

The direction of Entrepreneurial Change in turn influences
a state’s relative leval of entrepreneurial activity — its
Entrepreneurial Vitality. Entrepreneurial Vitality variables
together present a broad measure of the level of
entrepreneurial activity going on in a state relative to
other slates.

Entrepreneurial Vitality
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The Entrepreneurial Vitality Index is a slow-to-change
structurally-driven outcome index that captures the
size of the entrepreneurial economy, relative to that
in other states. Indeed, Michigan’s business structure
is highly corporale in response to large manufacturing
company efficiencies over the past century. It may

take some decades for Michigan's entrepreneurial
economy to build up its relative size and return to

the prominence it enjoyed 100 years ago. Michigan's
strides in Entrepreneurial Vitality 2010 to 2012 suggests
that transformation is possible with sufficient effort

and investment. The subsequent drop in the state’s
performance in 2013 and 2014, is evidence of how difficult
it is to improve ranking in this Index over the lang term.

Relative to other stales, Michigan's Entrepreneurial Vitality
score ranks 35, down from 31 in 2013 and 30 in 2012. It

is just below the median dashed line of 100 (where it is
bunched tightly with many lower scoring states). It is now in
the lower range among the Industrial Midwest states. The

1
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Private Establishment Formation Rate,
2004 - Q1.2015
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top performer on Entrepreneurial Vitality is Massachusetts
with an exceptionally high score, causing the scale of the
changes in Michigan and other lower performers to appear
relatively small.

A major concern for the fulure of Michigan's
Entrepreneurial Vitality is the decline in the state's new
business formation rate, particularly since 2012. With a
smaller percentage of the population starting businesses,
the Vitality metrics related to business creation,
performance, and capitalization are likely to show a
negative impact.

THE MICHIGAN ECONOMY IN 2015 -

THE BIG PICTURE

Last year's Score Card documented conlinuing positive
trends in the Michigan economy and in its entrepreneurial
economy. These lrends have been at work for much of

the economic recovery since 2009 with the Scare Card
highlighting very impressive growth since 2012. However,
last year's report saw evidence of slightly less gusto and this
year's reporl extends this moderating trend. The latest two
releases of the State Coincident Index, a broad measure of
three-month economic change, {Aug-Oct and Sept- Nov,
2015) mark notable slippage for Michigan from the highest
state growth category to the third highesl. This is despile
strong recent growth in some sectors of the economy,
especially the automotive industries.

Previous Score Cards have observed that dynamism in the
entreprenaurial economy parallefs changes in the broader
Michigan economy. We don't know as yet to what extent

a dynamic entrepreneurial economy is a causal factor in
Michigan's economic progress but we do know it is a fellow
traveler. For example, in this report, alongside the moderaling
Michigan economy, we cbserve a slowing of job creation by
both existing businesses and startups.

Nevertheless, in the near term, the general economic
prognosis for Michigan looks very promising according

to the Leading Indexes prepared by the Federal Reserve
Bank of Philadelphia. Over the next six months Michigan's
State Coincident Index, a broad measure of economic
progress, is expected to improve in the 0.0-1.5 percent
range.

The last four Score Cards have reported Michigan as the
top Midwesl performer on the State Coincident Index since
the end of the Greal Recession in late 2009. Now with
2015 data, and dala revisions to earlier years, we find
Ohio has paralleled Michigan's performance for mosl of
those years.

Indicator:
State Coincident Index

Michigan’s Exceptional Recovery
Still on Track; Ohio Challenge

The State Coincident Index is a well-designed and tested
monthly index of employment and wage/salary data prepared
by the Federat Reserve Bank of Philadelphia. It is one of the
best monthly trackers of stale econamic condition.

Industrial Midwest Coincident Index
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After hurting badly before and during the Great Recession,
Michigan's economy took off in early 2010 with a growth rale
exceeding that of most olher Midwest stales and U.S. for

six years. Some deceleration occurred in late 2014 and info
2015, but Michigan remains a Midwest leader along with Ohio
and it continues lo outperform in key mainstay industries

like auto manufacturing.

The quarterly change in gross domestic product (GDP) adjusted
for inflation is another way to look at recent economic changes.

Empowering Michigan Enlrepreneurs
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Quarterly Growth in Real GDP

=——Michigah emmsUnited Stales =——Midwest
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Indicator:
State Leading Index

The Six-Month
Economic Outlook
Remains Positive

The State Leading Index is a sister Index to the State
Coincident Index. It is researched and updated monthly
by the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia. it compris-
es melrics known to indicate forward movement in the
economy such as exports and housing permits.
Economic growth outlook, measured as six-month
change in the State Leading Index, has forecast
Michigan with a light gray shading (third highest growth

The chart above shows Michigan slowing somewhat since late
2014 but recovering mid-2015. It also shows Michigan's wide
swings in the dark gray line {growth volatility) over the past six
years. More recently, as the recovery progressed, growth
swings have setlled down somewhal pointing to less
volatile growth trends.

Indicator:
Private Sector Employment

Michigan's Jobs Engine
Remains above Average

To understand the jobs scene, it isn't sufficient to
know how many jobs there are in total. One must know
how much employment is being created in the private
seclor. Privale sector jobs are primary jobs enabling
growth of secondary jobs in the government and
non-profit sectors.

Since early 2010, Michigan's rate of employment
growth has generally exceeded that of the U.S. and
Midwest. Both Michigan and Ohio have experienced
slowing growth since late 2014. Much of 2015 has
shown improvements for Michigan more so than other
Midwest slales, with the exception of Indiana. Michigan's
employment growth is above the national average.

category). The October report moved Michigan back
one nolch, still positive, to a 0-1.5 percent growth
outlook into 2016, where it remains in the November
2015 report,

December 2015

State Leading Indexes
(Expected §-Manth Change in State Coincidant Indexes)
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Private Annual Employment Growth,
Jan. 2001 - Nov. 2015 {prel.)
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Indicator:
Percent of Businesses
Adding Jobs

Existing Business Still
Leads the Way

The metric displayed on the following page, the percent
of businesses in any quarter gaining jobs, has been
proven to be a powerful indicator of business dynamism
and of averall performance looking forward,

Beginning the end of the Great Recession, bath existing
and start-up business presented sirong performance
in Michigan. The graph to the left depicts how dramatic

Note; shaded areas rep i fon years/quariars
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particularly the existing business story was between
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20.0 9 and 201 2 A3 nule?‘l L Existing & Starlup Businesses Gaining Jobs as % of Total
existing/established businesses are somewhat Private Business, 2004-2014
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LONG TERM PROSPECTS

The Long-Term Economic Outlook Remains Positive (Next Decades)

Strelching time horizons from years to decades, many longer-term posilive transformational forces at work in the
national economy could well play out constructively for Michigan given the state’s many assets, including:

e Skilled and diverse warkforce

® Highly-ranked research and technology base
o Abundant domestic, low cost, clean energy
® Aggressive debt deleveraging

® Positive migration to Michigan (after a long period
of migration from Michigan}

® Natural resources

e Extensive global trade growth, especially with
Asia and Latin America

Clark Hill Proudly Supports the
Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card

Clark Hill's full-service model offers an unmatched depth of integrated
resources and talented attorneys and professionals who can anticipate
and respond to your ever-changing business needs and challenges.

800.949.3124 | clarkhill.com CIARK HILL
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SECTION 2

Key Insights about Michigan’s Evolving
Entrepreneurial Economy

In this section, five insights about Michigan’s evolving entrepreneurial economy are
highlighted. But first, a brief review of the broader state economy helps one appreciate the

major economic headwinds with which Michigan’s entrepreneurs have had to contend.

That Michigan's Entrepreneurial Vitaiity basically “held ils
own” during many years when Michigan's economy was
rapidly declining overall testifies to the resilience of Michigan's
entrepreneurs. The 2009-2012 rebound notwithstanding,

Michigan’s entrepreneurs continue to struggle with a range of

conditions and economic uncertainties.

Five Insights About Michigan’s
Evolving Entrepreneurial Economy

Throughout the economic stresses and transformations of
Michigan’s own “Great Recession” which began in the early

Insight #1:

2000s, and the rebound that started in earnest in 2010, the

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card has chronicled the
slow, often uneven, but nonetheless posilive improvement of

Michigan's entrepreneurial economy.

Twelve years of Michigan Entrepreneuriat Score Card data

help explain the past and illuminate the opportunities and
challenges forward for Michigan's entrepreneurs. The data
points to five different “insights” about the evolution of Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy, 2 dynamic and important slice of

Michigan's total economy.

In the data across all metrics for the 2004

to 2014 period we see evidence that its
entrepreneurial economy was particularly
hard hit by Michigan's Great Recession,

and yet remained resilient, We also see

that Michigan has maintained many critical
ingredients for more robust entrepreneurial
growth in the next decade and there are nu-
merous “drags” that have continued to inhibit
the success of Michigan's entrepreneurs.

The five insights that stand out are:

INSIGHT #1: The rate of improvement in
Michigan's post-recession entrepreneur-
ial economy is slowing, but there is an
overall betler entrepreneurial economy
today than 10 years ago,

INSIGHT #2: Michigan holds onto key
‘technalogy and high-skill economy’
leadership remarkably well,

INSIGHT #3: Michigan's general Business
Climate remains mediocre, but is
improving.

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs

INSIGHT #4: Michigan's Quality of Life supports and
attracts entrepreneurs.

INSIGHT #5: Poor |nfrastructure continues to hinder
business growth.

The rate of improvement in Michigan’s
post-recession entrepreneurial
economy is slowing, but there is an
overall better entrepreneurial economy
today than 10 years ago.

There are severa! different metrics through which to see
this dynamic of challenge and rebound. But the lenses of

survivability, business and job creation and growth, firm and
employee bollom lines, and capital availability are particularly

Table 2.1; Select Entreprancurial Scorecard Metrics Demonstrating an
Overall tmprovement in the Entrepreneurial Economy

good ones. In the table below, Michigan's rankings refative
to other states for select metrics over the 2004-2014 decade
are shown. Periods when Michigan ranked in the “Top 107
are shaded in the lighter gray, and periods when Michigan is
ranked “Bottom 10" are shaded in darker gray.

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edition

Metrics | 2004 [ 2005 | 2008 [ 2007 [ 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 [2014]

“Survivability" |
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Establishment Surviva 19 421 17 24 39 23 4, 22 1 o] 27
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| ol in Mal Expansion JoB * 19 = 23 28
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Increase in Hig ormance | - ™ A
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Business survivability was poor for Michigan during the
Great Recession. Recent years show a much higher ranking
with the exception of 2013, suggesting that those Michigan
companies that survived are pretty strong relative lo those
in many other states. Improvements in survivability can also
be seen in these two charts below.

5-Year Establishment Survival Rate, 2004-2014
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Performer

0s | M
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Source: Burenw e Labor Statistcs. Data as of March the foowing year

Business formation and growth similarly suffered and were
rebounding though with 2012-2014 showing some slippage
in different metrics. Growth in job gains by net expansion
businesses was up sharply from the recession years but
slipped in 2012 and 2013, with 2014 seeing some rebound.

When it comes to their bottom lines, Michigan’s
entrepreneurs have been especially and relentlessly hard
hit, and are still recovering. Growth in proprietor income and
payroll and general gross domeslic product were dismal

for most of the past decade, but counls started to rebound
in 2010/2011. Small business payroll growth was at the
“bottom of the pack” for the full first half of the decade,

but has been since improving to a rank of 10 in 2012 (latest
year available).

Bank commercial & industrial lending was strong earlier
in the decade, but fell off sharply and fell further behind in
2013 and 2014.

The below average performance of the availability of capital
has improved aflter the recession especially in IPO and
STTR financing. However, recent years have shown

a slowdown.

We cannot say with certainty how much and in what

ways exactly these broadly better rankings of Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy reflect its coniributions to
Michigan's overall improving economic health, We can say
with confidence however that Michigan's entrepreneurial
economy improved relative to other states after the
recassion and that the recent iwo years show some signs
of diminishing progress.

Highlighting Michigan’s
Entrepreneurial Support System

While the overall business climate for Michigan's firms has
been mediccre, the business enviranment for Michigan's
entrepreneurs has been buoyed over the last decade in

part by the formation and growth of an increasingly vibrant
ecosystem of support for entrepreneurs, especially high-tech
startup entrepreneurs and companies.

Michigan's steady resurgence of entrepreneurship has been
assisted with very intentional public sector support primarily
through funding provided by the Michigan Stralegic Fund and
managed by Michigan Economic Development Corporation,
State government policy, entrepreneurial support

initiatives and research have all contributed to Michigan’s
entrepreneurial resurgence. Current and past public

sector initiatives have increased awareness of the value of
entrepreneurship and encouraged private seclor investment
in the entrepreneurial economy.

Michigan has made a significant investment in supporting
entrepreneurship through the Michigan Economic
Development Corporation (MEDC) and other public and
private supporters. The state is home 1o a plethora of
entrepreneurial support events and programs provided by
SmartZones, service provider organizations, universities,
incubators, and through competitions. The support services
range widely but collectively encompass what entreprensurs
desperately need - talent, capital and timely information and
resources lo launch and grow a business.

In 2015, MEDC faced financial hurdles that resulted in few
new programs and basic mainlenance levels of funding for
maost on-geing initiatives. The data from 2014 used lo prepare
this Score Card does not yet show the impact of the MEDC
contributing fewer resources o the entrepreneurial economy.

Business competitions continue to be hosted across the slate
to gather entrepreneurs and get their business opportunities
in front of investors. The Accelerate Michigan Innovation
Competition celebrated its sixth year and featured another
round of awards totaling $1 million (www.acceleratemichigan.
org). The Spartan Innovations GreenlLight Business Model
Competition continues to be hosted in small communities
around the state (www.greenlightmichigan.com).

Educational programs for start-up ventures, such as the
National Science Foundation's iCorps, are being hosted
around the state. Ann Arbor SPARK Boot Camp has been
a slaple in entrepreneurial education for 15 years and

Empowaring Michigan Enirepreneurs



has helped many University of Michigan spinouts, Startup
Weekends gel new ideas launched. BBCelc's SBIR/STTR
workshops are helping entrepreneurs get federal grants.

Statewide programs and evenls are connecting, supporting,
and recognizing Michigan's entrepreneaurs, including
Accelerate Michigan Innovation Competition, Annual
Collaboration for Entrepreneurship (ACE), 50 Companies lo
Watch, and Crain's Detroit Businass' Salute to Entrepreneurs
and Michigan 50 Fastest Growing Companies. The

MEDC continues to supporl several programs o connect
entrepreneurs with each other, resources, and opportunities
to do business with the largest corporations in the state
through the Pure Michigan Business Connect.

The Michigan Small Business Development Center {MI-
SBDC) provides services 1o help prospective and existing
entrepreneurs, They offer one-on-one business counseling,
education workshops, market research, business resource
centers and are a resource link to other entrepreneurial
organizations. The statistics from their 2014 Annual Report
(www. shdomichigan.org) give testament lo number of
entrepreneurs they helped during that year,

® 5,209 Michigan Businesses Counseled
* 5,884 Business Owners Atlended Training
® 11,093 Total businesses were served
¢ 326 New Businesses Opened
® 2,034 New Jobs Created
® 2127 Starfups and
® 3,082 Existing Businesses Counseled
« 2,131 Female-Owned
* 436 Veteran-Owned
+ 1,084 Minority-Owned
® $264,990,223 Created New Capital'

The MI-SBDC Technology Team (Tech Team) works to
help entrepreneurs bridge the gap between technology
development and commercialization. The MI-SBDC

Tech Team was able to positively impact the growth

of Michigan's tech indusiry by providing both valuable
resources and individuzalized counsel to tech-based
companies. During 2014, the Tech Team provided
mandalory coaching sessions for the 31 companies
presenting at the 33rd Annual Michigan Growth Capital
Symposium, the 51 businesses participating at the
Accelerate Michigan Innovation Competition, and the 10
companies presenling at the MichBio Expo Emerging
Company Showcase. The Tech Team also increased
collaborative activity with Michigan's research universities
to support companies commercializing university
lechnology through regular meetings with university
technology transfer offices and their startup licensees,
mentorship and business plan competition judging for
student entrepreneurs, and participation on the University

* “Small Business Development Center. Annual 2014 Report. www sbdcmichigan crg
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of Michigan and Michigan Stale University Translational
Research and Commercialization evaluation committees.
SBDC also managed two important funds to support
Michigan's technology commercialization initiatives:

BUSINESS ACCELERATOR FUND: Awarded $848,239

to Michigan's business accelerators to provide specialized
services lo 52 companies. Services included product
engineering, patent work, software development, technology
development, prototyping, technology validation, and niche
specific marketing services.

EMERGING TECHNOLOGIES FUND: Awarded 47
SBIR/STTR matching awards to 42 companies for a
total of $2,038,045. These matching doltars support
commercialization for $16,775,657 in federal SBIR/
STTR funding and leveraged $1,567,880 in third party
commercialization funding. *

Highlighting Michigan’s
Entrepreneurship Education System

Michigan colleges continue to expand programs in
enirepreneurship at both the undergraduate and graduate
levels. University entrepreneurship programs and student
incubators and accelerators continue to be launched and
expanded on campuses throughout the state.

The University of Michigan Samuel Ze#l & Robert Lurie
Institute for Entrepreneurial Studies has been leading the way
in entrepreneurial education, In the past year, the Institute
has conlinued to innovate through the introduction of new
initiatives, including the launch of the new Desai Family
Accelerator, With this new program, startups in the area

can benefil from student assistance as these early-stage
companies progress and bring new innovations lo market.
This new initiative serves rounds out a portfolio of offerings
that include:

® Three student-led venture funds, including the pioneering
Wolverine Venture Fund, that have nearly $7 million
under management, delivering returns comparable to
the top quartile of professionally-managed funds

® TechArb, a student acceleralor jointly managed by Zell
Lurie in parlnership with the Center for Entrepreneurship
at the College of Engineering

® The Michigan Business Challenge, an annual business
plan competition that exposes students to the rigorous,
multi-phase business development and planning process

¢ Dare to Dream Grants of up to $5,000 for student
startups that support business development from
ideation to launch

® Entrepalooza, the annual university-wide symposium
designed to bring together entrepreneurship and venture
capilal leaders to share insights and experiences with
students, alumni, faculty and members of the broader
business community

17
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e The annual Michigan Growth Capital Symposium,
a major driver of entrepreneurial engagement in the
region, showcasing emerging startups and high-growth
companies in new businesses and emerging technologies.

The Princeton Review and Entrepreneur magazine rank
schools on their entrepreneurship programs based on a wide
range of institutiona! data. For 2016, University of Michigan
Ross School of Business ranked in the top four for graduate
entrepreneurship programs in the nation for the fourth year

in a row, driven in large part by the programs, initiatives and
courses offered through the school's Samuel Zell & Robert H.
Lurie Institute for Entrepreneurial Studies. The undergraduate
program ranked 7, up from 18 the year before.

Other university-centered programs include The Halch
student business incubator at Michigan State University,
the Isabella Bank Institute of Entrepreneurship at Central
Michigan University, and The Richard M. and Helen
DeVos Center for Entrepreneurship and Innovation (CEI)
in the Seidman College of Business at Grand Valley State
University. In addition, entrepreneurship programs have
been added or expanded in the number of other Michigan
colleges and universities, including Baker College of
Flint, Cleary University, Delta Callege, Eastern Michigan
University, Kettering University, Madonna University,
Montcalm Community College, Mett Community Callege,
Northwood University, Northern Michigan University, Oakland
Community College, Schoolcraft College, and Saginaw
Valley State University.

Another important change in entrepreneurship education in
Michigan has been its migration from traditional business
schools to non-business departments. More and more,
entrepreneurship is being offered as an accredited Minor to
non-business Majors (e.g., Arts, Engineering, Kinesiology,
Music, Nursing, Rhetoric and Professional Writing (RPW),
elc.), who view entrepreneurship as an embellishment to
their Majors. Some schools (e.g.. Madonna University)
have also linked their sustainability programs to their
entrepreneurship initiative.

In this regard, Michigan has been parl of a larger national
trend. |n their work on Technology Entrepreneurship-
Programs in U.S. Engineering Schools, Angela Shartrand
and her co-authors found that, “entrepreneurship education
is available in at least half of the engineering programs
examined and has been integrated within the engineering
program in approximately 25 percent of these programs.™

Overall, Michigan's rank in Entrepreneurial programs has
steadily risen over the past 10 years.

Michigan’s Improving

Access to Capital

Another key factor driving changes in Michigan's
entrepreneurial landscape, and its broader business
climate, has been in the area of capital formation.
Research conducted by the Smalt Business Association
of Michigan in 2012 found that close to 20 percent of

the firms surveyed listed “access to capital” to be the
number one factor that needed to improve in order to help
entrepreneurship thrive in Michigan.®

The Michigan Venture Capital Association (MVCA)
annually measures the pulse of the state’s entrepreneurial
funding activities. Nearly all invesiments are made in
innovative and technology-focused ventures.

The 2015 MVCA Annual Research Report reflecled a
growing and vibrant angel and venture capital community
in Michigan. Michigan's entrepreneurial ecosyslem
continued to build momentum and contribute to the
state’s long-term economic recovery. According to the
report, there are 129 venture-backed companies in
Michigan, a 70 percent increase over five years ago.
Michigan venture firms aclively support the stale’s
companies, with local investors involved in 97 percent of
all startup funding rounds in 2014, There has been almost
a doubling of the number of venture capital professionals
living, working and investing in Michigan and 45 percent
growth in the number of investors in angel groups. MVCA's
survey of venture capital investors in Michigan found that
their Michigan-based portfolio companies will require at
least $1.3 billion over the next few years, from firms thal
have approximalely $108 million available for follow-on
investments. This creates a need for more venture capital
firms to locate here and more capital 1o be raised by
firms already dedicated 1o investing in the state, in order
for more startup companies lo be funded, grown and
permanently located in Michigan.

Two of the largest venture capital investmants made in
Michigan occurred in 2014 and early 2016.

ProNAI - For years, ProNAi struggled to stay alive on the
long and costly path of trying to bring a cancer drug to
markel before the company gol national attention when it
presented results of its drug for non-Hodgkin lymphoma
al an oncology convention in New Orleans in December
2013. Based on those resulls, the company raised $12.5
million in venture capital in January 2014, and in April
that year raised another $59.5 million, the largest single
round of VC financing in state history.

2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007

2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014

Entrepreneurial

Programs (nfa) 20 22 23

13| 13| 14| 14| 14 9 9

* Angela Shartrand. el. al. AC 2010-666 Technology Entmpranaurship Programs in U. 5 Engineenng Schools: Course and Program Choracteristics af The Undergraduate Leval,
funded with support of The Lemelson Foundaticn and the National Science Foundation (EEC-0B25992 & DUE 0817394}

Ylbud

Empowering Michigan Enlreprenaurs



Millendo Therapeutics Inc. — Broke the ProNAI record
when it announced in early January 2016 that it had raised
$62 million in a venture capital round, which it is using,
partially, to buy rights to a drug from AstraZeneca plc.
Originally named, Atterocor, Millendo was founded in 2012
with §16 million in venture capital. It was a spinoff of the
University of Michigan.

Insight #2:

Michigan holds onto key ‘technology
and high-skill economy’ leadership
remarkably well.

Throughout the Great Recession, Michigan's public and
private sectors continued to invest heavily relative to most
other states in a number of key areas that are critical to
future technology-led entrepreneurial growth, including:

® R&D (both university-based and industry-based)

® |Innovation (measured in patenls per worker)

® STEM educated workers pre- and post-BS

® STEM and related ‘knowledge’ credentialing programs

® Excellence in graduate and undergraduate programs

® High tech employment (both mfg. and services high-lech)

Thirteen Entrepreneurial Score Card metlrics that really
give a sense of how Michigan has maintained, and usually

enhanced, its “lechnology” and “high skill" sets over the past

10 years are shown below.

Empowaring Michigan Entrepreneurs

Continued support of R&D and high skill training is critical

lo Michigan's entrepreneurial future. In their article titled,
Exploring Innovative Entreprensurship and lts Ties to Higher
Educational Experiences, Matthew J. Mayhew and co-
authors note that,

There can be no doubt that, in the iong run, nothing
matters more for the economic welfare of any nation
than the preservation and effective utilization of the
historically unprecedented fiood of innovations from
which many economies have benefitted during the
past two centuries. This phenomenon has brought
with it a rise in overall living standards that no other
time or place has been able to approximate. Indeed,
the moslt conservative estimales conclude that, in
the fast century, per capita incomes in the United
States and a number of other countries increased by
an incredible 600 percent, in the process malterially
enhancing longevity, reducing poverty, and raising
general living standards incalculably.?

Connected with this, they also note the special role that
entrepreneurship plays in innovation:

Innovative entrepreneurs (i.e., the individuals who
recognize, draw attention to, and ensure sffective
utilization of novel products and ideas) have played a
vital role in this incredible economic growth. History
is replete with examples of societies with remarkable
records of invention but comparatively unimpressive
economic growth. Without effective incentives for
innovative entrepreneurs, who devote themselves to

Table 2.4: Select 10-year Michigan Entrepransurship Score Card “Technology/High Skili” Metrics (2004-2014)

Metrics 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 [ 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014
Industry R&D Performance 1 1 2 3 6 7 7 5 5 § | (nfa)
University R&D Performance 22 19 18 17 14 10 8 8 7 6 6
Patant per Innovation Worker 10 11 10 10 11 13 13 13 12 11 11
4Y+ Tech Credentials Output 10 8 10 10 8 7 7 7 6 5 | (n/a)
Pre-BS Tech Credentials Output 28 26 21 22 18 24 24 28 21 26 | (nfa)
4Y+'Knowledge'Degrees (exci. | ;

Tech) Output . 5 7 8 7 7 10 1 14 14 16 | (nfa)
Phys. Science & Enginsering

Workers 8 7 8 5 5 4 6 2 4 4 1
Technology & Technician

Workers 32 29 23 24 22 22 22 17 14 16 16
Other ‘Knowledge'f Innovation

Workers 26 22 21 24 22 25 27 25 23 26 25
Top Ranked Undergraduate

Program (nfa) | (n/a) | (nfa) | (nfa) | (nfa) | (n/a} | (n/a) 14 16 13 16
Top Ranked Graduate Program | (n/a) | {n/a) | {n/a) | (n/a) | {(n/a) | {n/a) 7 6 1 1M 10
High Tech Manufacturing

Employment 1 1 1 1 1 4 4 4 3 2 1
High Tech Services

Employment 12 13 13 13 14 16 14 13 12 12 12

“Matthew J. Mayhaw, Jeltey S Simonaff, William J Baumel, Batia M. Wiesenleld and Michael W Klein Exploring I !
Exparences, In, Res High Educ (2012) 53 821-859, DOI 10.1007/811162.012-9258-3 Received: 29 July 2011 / Published online. § March 2012
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the task of producing and marketing new inventions,
these societies were unable to reap the economic
rewards of their inventiveness (see Drucker 1993).
The innovative entrepreneur, then, is one of the gears
in the engine that drives economic progress,; without
this whee!, as in a mechanical watch, the enlire
growth mechanism is brought to a halt.®

Michigan's Research and Innovation capacity has remained
a significant factor driving changes in Entrepreneurial
Economy over the past decade, and are critical building
blocks for future tech-based, innovation-driven economic
growth. In her book titled Cities and the Wealth of Nations:
Principles of Economic Life, Jane Jacobs argues that
economic growth can be understood as, “a process of
continually improvising in a context that makes injecting
improvisations into everyday life feasible.™ In other words,
economic growth is the process of both creating and
applying innovations - and reinventions - into products and
services that touch all of us.

Michigan’'s continuing private and public seclor investment
in R&D and high skill talent relative lo other slates lays

the groundwork for “injecting improvisalions into everyday
life” at an accelerated and more consequential rate. A key
place in Michigan's entreprensurial landscape where this is
happening al a rate today that is vastly superior to {en years
ago is Michigan's universities.

Michigan’s University and Private
Intellectual Property Base

The Office of Technology Transfer from the University of
Michigan had outstanding performance statistics for fiscal
2015. They reported that U-M researchers submilled 422
new inventions. Thair staff finalized 164 agreements with

*ibid

current and new businesses. They assisted in the launch of
a record-setting number new business startups - 19. These
successes combined with previous year’s accomplishments
ranks them within the top 10 of all universities.

In July 2012, the first United States Trademark and Patent
Office satellite office downtown Detroit. Named after Elijah
J. McCoy, an inventor from Ypsilanti, the Detroit office was
the first of four offices being established across the U.S.
Detroit beat out Denver, Dallas and Silicon Valley for the
honor of having the first satellite office opened its city. One
of the reasons for the siting of the office was the facl that,
according lo the U.S, Palent and Trademark Office websile,
more patents originated in Michigan than in all but five states
in 2011. Michigan has ranked 11 in Patents per Worker in
2014. In addition, Michigan's engineering talent base was
considered to be very strong. This confluence of innovation
and engineering talent recognized by the US Trade and
Patent Office speaks very favorably to how Michigan has
been able to keep talent despile the significant economic
pressures experienced through most of the 2000s.

INSIGHT #3:

Michigan’s general Business Climate
(which supports its start-up, existing,
and relocating businesses) remains
mediocre, but is improving.

Michigan's business climale overall remains a challenge. Chief
Executive's annual survey of senior executives ranks Michigan
al 43 on “Best and Worst States for Business”. But major
improvements are evident. ‘Business climate’ corresponds to
the level and nature of costs that businesses incur related to
their operations in the State. Michigan's tax climate has long

* Jane Jacobs. Citias and the Waalth of Nations. Principles of Econonng Life (New York: Vintage Books, 1985), pp 221 This quote olfars a goad sumrmary of the central thasis ol her 1969

book. The Economic of Cities (New York. Random House_ 1970)

"Elihah J. McCay was the inventor of the oil-drip lutiricating cup Ihat was so dependable i coined tha lerm “tha real McCoy.”

Build your..busih_éss-_with'érdai'ﬁ’s

Crain’s Detroit Business provides news, data

and analysis for the business and civic
community in Southeast Michigan in ways

that help them run their businesses,

advance their careers and build the

CRAIN'S

DETROIT BUSINESS

regional economy.

Monthly, Crain's spotlights second-stage
businesses and their strategies for success.
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been sorely challenged, but due fo tax reform severat years
ago it has improved dramatically relative to other states. Three
recent report cards that rank the states on business and tax
costs place Michigan in the top 15: The "2014 Small Business
Tax Index” by the Small Business and Entrepreneurship
Council at #13; Pallina's 2015 Pro-Business States” at #10,
for the second consecutive year is the Most Improved State;
and the Tax Foundalion's 2016 “Stale Business Tax Climate
Index” Corporate Tax Rank at #11.

Small business Health Care premiums are becoming more
competitive. But malpractice costs (see below) are quite
high and Michigan's legal climale is moderate, meaning that
opporturities for legal actions against businesses related

lo malpractice, liability and tort are relatively more likely to
occur than in many other states. Unemployment insurance
rates are uncompetitive compared to other states, especizlly
when comparing unemployment benefits against costs. Unit
Labor Costs, a major business location and retention factor,
has improved from a rank in the bottom 10 states to the
midpoint in 2013 and 2014. (See Table 2.5 below.}

A key shift in Michigan's business climate landscape
since 2011 has been the improvement in its tax climate for
established and new husinesses alike.

Michigan’s Improved Tax Climate

In recent years, Michigan has made great strides in improving
business tax structure. For decades Michigan has been
regarded as a high-cost-of-doing-business state. Starting in
2011, significant improvements to the business tax structure
have occurred and, according to Bloomberg, a respected

Empowering Michigan Entreprensurs

glcbal leader in business and financial information, Michigan
ranks toward the top of the Bloomberg ranking Michigan with
regard lo the states’ economic health.®

What has Michigan done? In 2011, Michigan significantly
lowered the rate of taxation for all businesses with the
expectation that a lower overall tax burden will resultin a
business friendly climale that will spur expanded business
activity in the state. According to a 2012 report fram the
Washington D.C.-based, Tax Foundation, Michigan became
the 12th-friendliest tax system in the nation, up from 18th
the year before, according to the Foundation’s 2013 Slate
Business Tax Climatle Index. Tax Foundation economists
atiributed the jump to the elimination in 2011 of the Michigan
Business Tax, which was replaced with a flat-rate 6 percent
corporate income tax. In the fall of 2012, the Small Business
Association of Michigan conducted a primary research
study of small businesses in the state and found that over
50 percent of the firms surveyed rated Michigan's tax
system to be “mostly” to "very” fair.?

Insight #4.

Michigan’s Quality of Life supports
and attracts entrepreneurs.

Michigan's Quality of Life attributes are impressive for an
industrial state; several PlaceMaking / 'Pure Michigar’
strengths conducive to next economy economic mobility
and tech/entrepreneurial growth are strang or improving.
Michigan’s Quality of Life attributes are directly related lo
PlaceMaking in the state, which has emerged for policy
makers as a key ingredient for building & more robust and

Table 2.5: Select 10-year Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card “Business Climate" Metrics (2004-2014)

 Metrics 2006 | 2007 | 2008 [ 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014
Unit Labor Cost 0] 43 38| 4 | 35| 36| 36| 25| 25
Energy Costs 31 32 29 30 i 34 34 39 38 37
Business Taxes | 16| 28| 27| 30| 19| 13 9 8 5

Siafe Business Tax T ]
Structure 49| 5D 8 ] 8, 8 9 9
Metro Industrial Rents I (nfa) | (n/a) (nla)] (n/a) | (nfa) | (n/a) 7 ___5 2 11 13
e 35| 37| 39| (wa)| 20| 38| 20| 22| 16| 16| 22

| 'Ig‘:;tltsers- Compensation (nfa)y | 13| (n/a) 20 | (n/a) . 28 | (n/a) 18 | (nfa) 17 | {n/a)

| Workers' Compensation | 151 13| 16| 19| 13| 24| o] 11| ‘8| ¢ 7| (na)

;Tg'::tns\pfoymen'i [nsurance 6 iy . 40 : B 9 o

Unemployment Insurance
Structure
Malpractice Costs 8 7 : 6 2 0 0
ot va)| 22| 23] 33| ()| 30| ()| 27| (va)| 24| (wa)

*The Bloomberg analysis evaluated indicalors such as parscnal income, tax revenue, employmenl and housing prices and placed Michigan at the top echelon on the ranking,

sacond only to Narth Dakata whose economic boom is being fueled by cil exploration.

" See SBAM Smal Business Barometer Report. For further inkarmatien on SBAM's Small Business Baromater Research please contacl Mie Rogars

Vice President for Communications, Small Business Association of Michigan,
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healthy local entrepreneurial economy. Indeed, Gov. Rick
Snyder in a presentation to the Michigan Municipal League,
Board of Trustees in January 2011 aptiy noted,

among the 50 states over the past 10 years. Residents enjoy
relatively high homeownership rates and improving air quality
and urban cost of living. (See Table 2.6 below.}

“l don't separate PlaceMaking from economic

We believe that Michigan's efforis to maintain and improve
development, They are intertwined.”

PlaceMaking have been one of the most important
contributors to improvements in Michigan's Entrepreneurial
Economy over the past decade. Michigan's emphasis

on PlaceMaking began in earnest in the early part of the
decade when the Michigan Municipal League (MML) and
the Michigan State Housing Development Authority
{(MSHDA) organized and began hosting the Sense of

Within this context, key Score Card metrics point to a number
of “Quality of Life" altributes that have maintained strengths
despite the Great Recession and significant reductions

in stale and local government budgets the decade-long
recession imposed. For example, metrics related to parkland
and golf courses have consistently been in or near the Top 10

Table 2.6: Select 10-year Michlgan Entreprenaurship Score Card “Quality of Life” Meirlcs {2004-2014)

Metrics 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 1' 2008 | 2009 ’ 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014
Parkland 11 11 10 10| 10 10 10 10 11 11 11
Golf Courses 9 11 12 11 [ 10 10: 10 11 10 11 1
Water Systems 6 1 2 6 | 9 3 13 13 6 6 6
Homeownership i |

Rates 5 4| 5 2 3 4 8 6 2 5 3
Lack of Health L _ & B

Insurance 9 15 8 11 17 13, 18 16 14| 14 13
Clean Air 40 ( 40 ° 40 32 32 32 32 32 32 17 17
Urban Cost of Living 31 30 29 18 23 26| 20| 12 21 18 16

Connect

with Michigan
small business.

There is one way to
connect with Michigan
small business, help make
our business climate
healthier and keep our
economy growing: the
Small Business Association
of Michigan. This is the
only organization that
links you statewide to the
25,000+ entrepreneurs
you need to know and
who need to know you.

Connect today.
It's the smart way
to make Michigan stronger.

2 BUSINESS
ssociation of MICHIGAN

800-362-5461 www.sham.org
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Place Council (SOP) specifically to address the role of
FlaceMaking in community and economic reinvention.

PlaceMaking is based on the principle that entrepreneurs
and the talent they need choose to settle in places that offer
the amenities, social and professional networks, resources
and opportunities that support thriving lifestyles. Research
indicates that small business entrepreneurs tend to flourish
best within the context of an “entrepreneurial culture”, where
enlreprensurship is prevalent in all sectors."

Michigan has moved up in its rank to 26 from last year's
rank of 40 for Generational Creative Class — one indicator
thal efforts in PlaceMaking are paying off. The resulis of
PlaceMaking are most obvious in the urban centers of
Detroit and Grand Rapids where young, skilled workers are
flocking to find opportunities.

In 2011, the Michigan Municipal League published a new
book titted, “The Economics of Place: The Value of Building
Communities Around People™ that sought to identify the key
drivers of community and economic development, As this
important work illustrates, praponents of PlaceMaking point
to additional research that suggests that revitalization of
communities and neighborhoods can strengthen the entire
slate by enhancing the quality of life for residents and, in
turn, attracting and retaining businesses, entrepreneurs and
workers throughout the state." Thus, how entrepreneurship
and PlaceMaking synergize is a subject of great importance
lo community and economic reinvention.

Within this context, PlaceMaking is also a philosophical
foundalion for Economic Gardening. another Michigan
policy and practice innovation that benefits Michigan's
entrepreneurs. This is because it is central to successful
PlaceMaking to work,

“...with business and civic leaders to help cultivate

a culture of entrepreneurship that will provide a rich,
stable source of jobs for the state. As local networks of
entrepreneurs grow, word spreads and the community
becomes attractive to others of like mind and ambition.

Empowering Michigan Entreprensurs

This philosophy is the basis of “economic gardening,”

a growth model based on encouraging development and
growth of lecal businesses with high growth aspirations
and potential as opposed o focusing outward at
business acquisition.""

“Economic gardening” is a business creation, retention and
expansion approach to economic development where public
resources are invested in helping high-growth potential
firm's form and grow.” This is in contrast to “economic
hunting, which is the traditional business attraction
approach to economic development. Under this model,
significant public resources are invested in the form of
business incentives to lure large employers to the slate.

Indeed, Christopher Gibbons, co-founder of the Economic
Gardening concept, has suggested that for Economic
Gardening programs lo succeed, several key elements must
be in place - including the right people, supportive politics
and program design.*

In MML's “The Ecoriomics of Place: The Valus of Building
Communities Around People” illustrates a very positive
entrepreneurial trend of Michigan communities increasingly
embracing both Economic Gardening and Placemaking as
part of a new grow-from-within hybrid retention/expansion
program that consciously applies business acceleration-
relaled support resources and incentives to the growth-
oriented segment of the small businesses sector.

Insight #5:

Poor Infrastructure continues
to hinder business growth.

Infrastructure performance threatens older states and
Michigan is no exception. The metrics used in the Score
Card target infrastructure oulcomes and service quality not
cosis ar budgels. Infrastructure for Michigan ranks mostly in
the 4th quintile among the 50 states. (See Table 2.7 below.)

Table 2.7: Select 10-year Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card “Infrastructure” Metrics (2004-2014)

[ Infrastructure Metrics | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014

| Highway Quality 35| 35| 35| 33| 34 [ 040 (va) 40l 36| as|(na)
Bridge Quality 31 30 33 29 28 29 28 32 35 36
Energy Reliability (n/a) | 4B 44 B 3| 43 41| 43 40| 41| 45

| Major Market Air Access 37| 37! 36| 36| 36| 35] 35| 35| 34| 34! 33
Broadband Connection 32| 30| 34| 35| 44| 36| 31| 30| 24 (n/a)
Next Generation Internet | 32 32 34| 35 33 38 |42 7 ‘T (n/a)

""{a) A small business entrepreneur is an individual that effectively combines innovation with infent and capacity for growth; (b) A social entrepreneur is an individual who
effectively uses entreprensurship principally to make a difference by ganarating positive social change; and_ {c) Intrapreneurs are innavators and change agents that steer

their hosts in new directions of growih, profitability and impact.
“'See: hilp:/miplace.org/placemaking
TSea: iltp.miplace org/placemaking
Bhttpiwww. litiletongov.org/bias

o '

“The Right Pecple - High quality staff is the firsl and foremost. Suppartive Politics — Political support and pelitical champians are key to long tarm success. Long term funding and support
ara vital, and communilies need political leaders willing to go to bat for the program. Dasign (e FProgram lo Succeed: Training. lools and implementation at the appropriata scale.
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Michigan's entrepreneurial economy is particularly affected
by those aspects of infrastructure that affect goods delivery,
timeliness and mobility. Highways, broadband, air access,
all create drags on both Michigan's entrepreneurial and
broader business sectors. The issue of funding repairs

and improvements to the infrastructure may also have a
detrimental impact on entrepreneurship in future years as
the slate shifts its financial priorities and moves funding
from entrepreneurial programs to road and bridge repairs.

Infrastructure impacts all businesses and related

business supporl systems in the state. Many of Michigan's
enirepreneurs must make do with the infrastructure that they
have at hand. Thus, state policies on infrasiructure investment
{or lack of investment more accurately) have a direct
relationship to the entrepreneurial economy in the stale.

Indeed, as global and speed-of-business forces require
ever grealer connectedness, Michigan's already mediocre
roadway, energy, digital and air infrastructure means that

improvements will provide outsized benefits for Michigan's
entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial economy.

Digital Infrastructure offers a case in point of the
relationship between entrepreneurship and infrastructure,
On the Score Card's Digital Connectivity driver, Michigan
ranks below midpoint all underlying metrics. In 2011,

the Mobile Technology Association of Michigan (MTAM)
worked with the Michigan Economic Development
Corporation to complete an analysis on the impact of the
mabile technology industry on Michigan's economy."
The study revealed that every mobile-related job that is
created in Michigan creates 3.9 additional non-mobile-
related positions in the state.

In policy discussions related to digital infrastructure, energy,
and the finance of road repairs and international crossings,
the impacts on the entrepreneurial economy ¢an and
should be a prominent and even deciding factor in the
public policy outcome.

1 As m result of mobile's direct impaet on Michigan job croation. achigvement of MTAM 3 stated gaal of crealing 9,250 mobile-related jobs by 2015
will also create over 35.000 additicnal non-mobile ralaled jobs in the Slale « businessas bolh large and small and over $17 billion

in salanesiwages for Michigan residents according to the MEDC anolysis

CONNECTING g
MICHIGAN
BUSINESSES

Providing businesses like yours with safe, affordable and
reliable energy for nearly 130 years. Learn more by visiting
ConsumersEnergy.com/businessmatters.

B7053

Consumers Energy

Counton Us®
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SECTION 3

Empowaring Michigan Entreprenaurs

Michigan’s Entrepreneurship Score Card Metrics

THE STATE OF MICHIGAN ENTREPRENEURIAL ECONOMY IN 2014

This section reports specifically on the Michigan’s Entrepreneurship Score Card
rankings for data year 2014, the latest year for which complete cross-state data is
available. The same framework for description is used with the three unique Indexes:

® Entrepreneurial Climate which measures known
primary conditions for fostering entrepreneurial growth,
Entrepreneurial Climate consists of three sub-indexes know
to be primary external faciors affecting entrepreneurial
initiative: Research and Innovation, Financial and
Institutional Capital and General Business Growth,

e Entrepreneurial Change which measures how much
business growth has occurred in the recent 3 years,
using a three-year running average of various metrics.

e Entreprencurial Vitality which measures how much
small and enlrepreneurial business activity occurs in
Michigan relative to other slates.

As slated in Section 1, the Score Card reports a slowing

of the progress seen in the early years of the economic
recovery in the broader Michigan entrepreneurial economy.
Vigor in the Michigan entrepreneurial economy paralleled
Michigan's remarkable economic turnaround after

2009. Between 2009 and 2010 the number of business
establishments grew 18.1 percent, then decreased

by about 10 percent belween 2010 and 2012.

According to YourEconomy.org, there were 594,162
commercial establishments in Michigan in 2013, the last year
of complete data, down from 664,773 in the previous year.
Of those commercial establishments, 99 percent were self-
employed individuals, first-, or second-stage businesses.

According to the definition established by the Edward
Lowe Foundation and most commonly used, second-stage
companies are those that have grown past the startup

slage but have not yet grown to malurity. They have
enough employees to exceed the comfortable contral span
of one owner/CEQ and benefil from adding prefessional
managers, but they may not have a full-scale professional
management team.

A business typically begins to enter ils second stage when
it approaches $1 million in lotal receipts. The transition
process may continue until it hits $100 million in receipts,
although for most companies $50 million represents the
upper limit of second stage. By $100 million, a firm will
have to be professionally managed in order to continue to
thrive and grow and be in its third stage of development
Employee numbers and revenue ranges vary by industry,
but the population of firms with 10 to 100 employees and/
or $750,000 to $50 million in receipts includes the vast
maijority of second-stage companies.

Michigan's economy was hard hit by the Great Recession
and the Score Card results showed dismal rankings in the
recessionary years of 2007-09. Nonetheless, we observed
data indicating entrepreneurial efforts were underway during
those years. We reported encouraging signs of local and
regional innovation and entrepreneurship initiatives taking
place statewide. Subsequent fruits of that labor, state-wide
consensus building, improvements to programs and public
policy changes, resulted in much improved Score Card
resulls post-2009 through 2013. This year's report shows
a leveling off of the dramatic improvement seen in the
early post-recession years. Still, the improvement over the
rankings 10 years ago is remarkable.

Michigan’s 2014 Score Card Rankings for Entrepreneurial Climate, Change, and Vitality

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edition

Table 3.1: Summary Results for 2014

National 2016 Score | Change in | 2016 Score | 2015 Score | 2014 Score | 2013 Score

Performance Card Rank Rankings | Card Rating | Card Card Card

{1=best out of (2014 data}) | From (2014 data) | Rating Rating Rating

50) 2004 Data (2012 data) | (2012 data) | (2011 data}
Year

Enlfeprenel.lrfal e I P e

Climate = 7

Entrepreneurial e e e e

Change 12 L

Entrepreneurial . we . -

Vitality 1 )

25




26

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edition

Nole: The Score Card uses two methods o compare
Michigan with the 49 other states rankings and ratings.
Ranks are used because they are simple (o understand
and widely used.

e Rankings indicate Michigan's rank order among all
50 states (where 50 is last). Bul ranks may fail fo
discern competitive differences. As illustrated it the
Methodology section, ten world-class male runners
might each do belter than 4 minutes in a one- mile race
but finishing tenth place may not sound foo impressive.
Consequently, one needs a way to rale performance
as well as rank it.

e The Score Card’s Five-Star Ratings do that. Once
underlying metric scores are calculaled, the data is
aggregated lo produce state Index scores arrayed from
high to fow to determine the total range of scores.

Each 20 percent of that range represents a star group -
from five-star to one-star. For example, a five-star

Entrepreneurial Climate

Michigan's Entrepreneurial Climate, which highlights
supporting conditions for Michigan's entrepreneurial
economy ranks 23. The state slipped out of the Top 15 in
2013, where it was between 2010 and 2012. The current
rank includes continuing relative strength in general

stale is ane that falis into the top 20 percent of the
range of scores. Not too infrequently the dala in the
Score Card is distributed such that a few slates score
exceptionally well on a metric or index, followed by

a moderate number of gradually declining scares then
winding out with a large number of underperformers.
in such case, a state might rank around midpoint yet
only obtain 1-star or 2-slar rating. Such is the case
for Michigan's Vitality score above.

Michigan's Entrepreneurial Climate, now ranked 23,
recovered its 3-slar rating after a slip in last year's Score
Card. Michigan's Entrepreneurial Change continues in
2014 with a 3-star rating and is ranked 12 for the second
year in a row, while Entrepreneurial Vitality showed
some decline in raling in this year's report, drapping from
31 last year to the current rank of 35.

A further breakdown of each of these Michigan's Entrepre-
neurial Indexes follows.

business growth, and in research/innovation to support
current and future entrepreneurial initiatives. Financial and
Institutional Capital component of Entrepreneurial Climate
is the only one of three that scores below the mid-point, and
even here most related matrics show improvement from

michigan municipal league

Better Communities. Better Michigan.

Empowering Michigan Entreprensurs
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10 years ago. Nolably, Michigan's Industry and University The metrics detail underlying Michigan's Entrepreneurial
R&D performance continues to rank in the Top 10. Foreign Climate Index, plus the change in relative ranking from 10
business employment growth and Fortune 500 headquarters years ago, and the page number where comparative metric
conlinue te rank high. detail for all 50 states can be found, is shown below:

Table 3.2: Michigan’s 2014 Entrepreneurial Climate Index
(Nate: Index data is mostly from 2014, the last year sil-state dala is available)

Change in
Rank
From

2014 Data | 2004 Data
Metrics Year | Year Page
ENTREPRENEURIAL CLIMATE 23 +7 47
Research & Innovation 21 -4 48
University R&D Performance 6 +16 49
Patents per Warker 1" -1 49
Patents Per R&D Doliar 37 +3 50
University Licenses to Small Businesses & Starlups 18 0 50
NSF Funding Rate 9 +21 51
5BIR Funding Rate 23" +6 51
University Royalty/License Income 28 -20 52

+11 (2005
Entrepreneurial Programs 9 data) 52
Industry R&D Performance 5" -4 53
Federal R&D 21* +20 53
Financial & Institutional Capital 26 +6 54
Seed/Early Stage Venture Capilal 20 +14 55
2nd/3rd Stage Venture Capilal 24 +9 55
IPO Financing 13 +7 56
SBIC Financing 26 +16 56
SBIR Financing 22 +6 57
STTR Financing 29 -7 57
Bank Commercial and Industrial Lending 42 -32 58
Private Lending to Small Businesses 2 +1 58
Business Incubators 1 +27 59
General Business Growth 16 +23 60
Gross Domestic Product Growth 13 +37 61
Manufacturing Capital Investment Growth 22* +11 61
Foreign Business Employment Growth 8 (n/a) 62

-2 (2006
Export Growth 42 data) 62
Export-related Jobs 22 -10 63
Large Business Payroll Growth 27+ +1 63
Building Permits Growth : 19 +23 64
Fortune 500 9 -1 64
Private Business Profit Growth 18* +9 65
Renewable Energy Use 28 +4 85
Green Industries 29 -4 66

** Data from 2012 was carried farward to 2014 for purpases of this report
* Data from 2013 was carsied {orward to 2014 lor purposes of Ihis report.

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edilion
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Entrepreneurial Change

Michigan's Entrepreneuriat Change, which measures
average growth of a number of key entrepreneurial growth/
decline metrics over the past three years. showed marked
improvement from ranking 41 in data year 2010 to ranking
7 in data year 2012, and now to rank 12 in 2014. Most
underlying metrics improved when compared with the

data from 10 years ago, indicating broad improvement for
Michigan's entrepreneurs.

The metrics detail underlying Michigan's Enirepreneurial
Change Index, plus the change in relative ranking from 2004
data, and the page number where the metric detail for all

50 states can be found, is shown below:

Table 3.3: Michigan's 2014 Entrepreneurial Change Index
(Note: Index data is mostly from 2014, the last year all-stale data is available)

Change in
Rank

2014 Data | From 2004
Year | Data Year Page
ENTREPRENEURIAL CHANGE 12 +32 37
Small Business Growth 25 +23 38
Small Business Payroll Growth 10** +40 38
Increase in High Performance Firms 21 +13 39
Net Establishment Entrants Increase 45 -18 39
Proprietor's Income Growth per Proprielor 3 +34 40

** Dala from 2012 was caried forward to 2014 lor purposes of Ihis report.

* Data from 2013 was carried lorward fo 2014 for purposas of this report

Entreprenceurial Vitality

Michigan's Entrepreneurial Vitality is a measure of the
general leve! of small business and entrepreneurial activily
relative to all olther states. Entrepreneurial Vilality provides
a sense of the underlying structural strength of Michigan's
entrepreneurial economy.

Even with the general economic recovery post-racession,
Michigan's Entrepreneurial Vitality continues to be weak
compared lo most other slates, As shown below, while
the state continued to rank below midpoint {i.e. a rank

of 25), it nonetheless showed some improvement from

10 years ago. Contributing to that improvement has been
noticeable gains in the state's five-year business survival
rate. This year the state's net new eslablishments were
down. Some other metrics of nate both last year and this
year are disappointing rankings for university spinouts and
SBIC awards.

The metrics delail underlying Michigan’s Entrepreneurial
Vitality Index, plus the change in relative ranking from
2004 data, and the page number where the metric detail
for all 50 states can be found, is shown below:

Table 3.4: Michigan’s 2014/15 Entrepreneurial Vitality Index
{Note: Index data is mostly from 2013, the last year data is available)

Change in
Rank
Since
2014 Data | 2004 Data
Year | Year Page
ENTREPRENEURIAL VITALITY 1 35|  +4| 41
Net Establishrment Entrants 41 0| 42
Establishment Turnover 24 -8 42
Nonfarm Self-Employment 7 32 +5 43
University/Research Institutions Sginoffs 35 -5 43
High Performance Firms - 30 -1 44
PO Awards 27 +7 44
SBIR Awards 21 +4 45
STTR Awards | 20 +1 45
SBIC Awards 36 -b 46
5-Year Establishment Survival 9] +29 _ﬁ

Empowering Michigan Entreprengurs
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Gauging 2014’s Entrepreneurial Momentum - the Sensitivity Index

To get a snapshot of very recent changes in entrepreneurial
economy direction and momentum, the Score Card team
developed the SESI, State Entrepreneurial Sensilivity Index.
First used in the 2009/10 edition of the Score Card, SES! is
a relatively new and still improving experimental index that
attempts to compare how much very recent change (12-18
months) in business dynamism has occurred over the most
recent complete year of data.

After a substantial slippage in the SESI rank in the 2015

Score Card (based on 2013 data), Michigan has improved its
enlrepreneurial economy dynamism slightly to a current rank of
41 and an improved two-star rating, a positive near term sign.

The SESI is by nature a volatile index. Because this Index

measures one-year change and because the Score Card
methodology allows the distance to the leader and bottom
performer to be taken into account, wide variation can
occur from year lo year between ratings and rankings. For
example, establishment startup rates can vary substantially
from year lo year but the difference between leaders

and bottom performers could be very small such that
looking at rankings alone would overstate the difference
unnecessarily. in such cases ralings are a more useful
measure for comparison and interpretation in terms of how
far a state has lo catch up. Throughout the past decade,
Michigan's SESI ratings have been two- and three-star with
the exception of the one-star rank in the 2015 Score Card.

Table 3.5: State Entrepreneurial Sensitivity Index

National 2016 Score | 2014 2016 Score | 2015 Score | 2014 Score | 2013 Score
Performance Card Rank | Changein | Card Rating | Card Card Card
{1=best out of {2014 data} | Rankings | and Rank Rating and | Rating and | Rating and
50) From {2014 data}) | Rank Rank (2012 | Rank (2011
2004 Data {2013 data) | data) data)
Year
SESI 41 -15 141 147 =140 |25

Secondary Driver Metrics — Contributing to Michigan’s Broader Entrepreneurial Economy

In the background, Michigan's entrepreneurial economy is
indiractly supported and constrained by a host of state and
national drivers. The Score Card focuses on the following

state-level secondary drivers: education, workforce

Michigan

preparedness, business environment, connectivity, and
quality of life. The underlying metrics of these secondary
drivers, and the pages where it shows comparisons with
other states, are shown below:

Table 3.6: Education & Warkforce Preparedness

Rank | Page Rank | Page

EDUCATION 28 67 | WORKFORCE PREPAREDNESS 11 77
High School Only Diploma

K-12 Education 34 6B | Attainment 24 78

Advanced Placement Score 28 69 | Post-secondary pre-BA Atlainment 4 78

Public High School Graduation Rate 36 69 | Bachelor's Degree Attainment 32 79
Physical Science & Engineering

SAT Performance 10 70 | Workers 1 78
Technologist and Technician

ACT Score 40 70 | Workers 16 a0
Innovation Workers Quiside High

NAEP Mathematics 40 71 | Tech Employment 25 80
High-tech Manufacturing

NAEP Reading 36 71 | Employment 1 81
High Tech Services Employment 12 81

Postsecondary Education 14 72 | Adult Education 26 82

4yr.+ Tech Credentials 5 73 | Skilled Immigrants 20 82

Pre-BA Tech Credentials 26 73

4-yr. Knowledge Degrees Ex. Tech

Fields 16 74

College Migration 35 74

Top Ranked Undergraduate Programs 16 75

Top Ranked Graduate Programs 10 75

Two-Year College Cosls 40 76

Four-Year College Costs 18 76

Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edition
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Table 3.7: Business Environment
(Costs of Business, Productivity & Labor Supply, Regulatory, Legal)

Rank | Page Rank | Page
PRODUCTIVITY & LABOR
BUSINESS COSTS 22 83 | SUPPLY 45 89
Unit Labor Cost 25 84 | Net Domestic Migration Rate 39 90
Energy Costs 37 84 | Prime Working Age Residents 45 90
Workers Compensation Premiums 17 85 | Gross Domestic Product per Job 30 9
Workers' Compensation Cosls 7 85 | Service Sector Productivity 31 91
Manufacturing Value Added per
Unemployment insurance Costs 47 86 | Hour a9 92
Unemployment Insurance Structure 47 86 | Labor Force Participation 39 92
Business Tax Burden 5 87
State Business Tax Struclure 9 87
Metro Industrial Rents 13 .1}
Small Business Health Care
Premiums 22 a8
REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT 25 93 | LEGAL ENVIRONMENT 16 96
Malpractice Costs 4 94 | Business Liability Costs 16 97
Local Phone Competition 37 95 | Liability System Reputation 24 97
Health Mandates 3 04

Table 3.8: Getting Around, Getting Connected
{Physical Infrastructure and Digital Connectivity)

Rank | Page Rank | Page
PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE 29 98 | DIGITAL CONNECTIVITY n 103
Highway Quality 35 99 | Broadband Connections 24 104
Bridge Quality 36 99 | Broadband Coverage 28| 104
Rail Productivity 26 100 | Internet Speed 12 105
Major Market Air Access 33| 100 | Next Generation Internet 47 | 105
Airport Performance 14 101 | Rural Internet Access 22 106
Water Quality 6 101
| Energy Reliability _ 45| 102
Table 3.9: Quality of Life
Rank | Page "Rank | Page
QUALITY OF LIFE a3 107 | Pocket Book Indicators 18 118
Civic Energy & Harmony 37 108 | Urban Cost of Living 16 119
Charitable Giving 30 109 | Urban Housing Affordabitity 22 119
Voter Turnout 15 109 | Homeownership Rates 3 120
Gender Equity 36 110 | Unemployment Rate 46 120
Racial Equity 34 110 | Per Capila Disposable Income Bl 11
Hate Crimes A T 111
Generational Crealive Class 26 111
Nonprofits 34| 112
Lifestyle & Play a5 113 | Health & Safety 13 | 122
Time to Work 27 114 | Lack of Health Insurance 13 ) 123
Transit Use 28 114 | Crime Index 20| 123
Leisure Sector Employment 38 115 | Law Enforcement Personnel 47 | 124
Parkland 11 115 | Healthcare Access 25 124
Golf Courses 11 116 | Clean Air 17 125
Trails 30 116
Cultural Institutions 40 | 117
Historical Buildings 28 117

Empowering Michipan Entrepreneurs
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Looking Back — Moving Forward

Much work remains to be done if Michigan is to be Much can be learned from Michigan's accomplishments
counted among the nation's top entrepreneurial states. between 2011 and 2014. The table below lists the 14
States can only dig their way out of fiscal problems or Score Card metrics that stand out as four-year gainers for
residual economic doldrums by sustained economic Michigan. Each of these metrics improved in rank by 10
growth. In today’s fast-changing economy, Michigan's points or more since 2011,

sustained growth has to include an increasingly diverse
and successful pool of entrepreneurs innovating in
substantial ways.

Many of the gainers below are entrepreneurial economy
characteristics — suggesting that tomorrow promises lo
be a hetter day.

Michigan Metrics in Data Years 2013/14 with Top Competitive Gains
Over Prior 4 Years (>10 Ranks of Positive Change)
Proprietor's Income Growth per Proprietor

Five-Year Establishment Survival

Business Incubators

State Business Tax Structure

Small Business Growth

NSF Funding Rate

Gross Domestic Product Growth

Renewable Energy Use

Unit Labor Cost

Airport Performance

Broadband Connections

Generational Creative Class

Clean Air

The metrics in bold also appeared as multi-year gainers
in last year's report.

GROW YOUR
IDEA IN COLLEGE

Where do budding entrepreneurs learn skills,
take their first risk, and build a network for life?

At one of Michigan’s 15 public universities.
0**%

:M-A-S-U:MICHIGAN ASSCCIATION OF
® ..o STATE UNIVERSITIES

®
masu.org
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“WHAT'S DTE ENERGY
DOING FOR MICHIGAN
BUSINESS?"

Last year alone, DTE spent $809 million with
Michigan-based suppliers, far exceeding our target
of $625 million. And as a key partner in the Pure
Michigan Business Connect Initiative, we've spent
more than $1.6 billion with Michigan businesses in

the ast two years. These dollars don't just support
business, they support jobs in our state and help
people and communities thrive.

—

=% DTE Energy:

Foundation

Make money.
R
M' B'z Save money,
SERVING WESTERN MICHIGAN BUSINESS SINCE 1982
/— Find money.
"-

WEST MICHIGAN'S CAPITALIST TOOL

MiBiz helps its readers make money, save money and find money to grow their businesses with ahead-of-the-curve reporting,
in-depth analysis and comprehensive data about the industries that drive the region’s economy. It's @ must-read for C-suite
executives, business owners, professional advisers and policymakers who want to know what's going an in the region’s
business sector To subscribe, visit www.mibiz.com/subscribe or call 877-443-1977.

. e el e o i A Wil MR IITLF 2"
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STATE ENTREPRENEURIAL SENSITIVITY

INDEX

An entrepreneurial economy is characterized by
high ‘churning’ - people on the move; businesses
starting/failing and coming/going; jobs
created/destroyed; occupations emerging/changing;
innovated products succeeding/failing; and
continuous productivity improvement. The
consequences from all this dynamism are: 1)
interesting and constantly changing jobs and 2)
wealth creation. Requisite entrepreneurship
behaviors can be found broadly across many
sectors, including private, non-profit, government
Dand civic sectors. These behaviors are
characterized by thinking outside the box with the
intent to grow/take on new initiatives with calculated
risk; and utilizei networks between colleagues and
competitors to forge new ways to do things better,
faster, less-expensively and greener.

The State Entrepreneurial Sensitivity Index {SESI)
is an experimental Index intended to detect very
recent signs of entrepreneurial change. Now with 10
years of updated and improved data collected on all
50 states, the new SESI uses select metrics for
which data is available for the most recent full
calendar year or the previous one. These data are
analyzed as a ‘change index,’ indicating up-tick or
downtick in private entrepreneurship from the prior
year.

This Index is a combination of six metrics — three
measuring different aspects of entrepreneurial job
creation, two measuring business creation/growth
and the sixth measuring business survival. These
six metrics capture key aspects of a dynamic
innovation economy, where entrepreneurship is
present in all layers of the private economy, from
new business activity to expansion of existing firms
and across all commercial sectors.

Midwest Performance

2014 2012 2010
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Rank State 2014 2012 2010
i New Mexico Whokkk *
2 Montana BEEE kk %
3 Virginia £FER P e
4 Vermont e o %
5 Maryland o W -
] Arkansas Li sy * KRk
7 New Jersey *hk - oo
8 Minnesota ook ok ok
g Pennsylvania Wk o *or
10 Rhode island kR Nk e
1 Missouri P o -
12 idaho AR Aok "
13 Alaska xkk RK *
14 Alabama akn Kkx o
15 Qregon nrx . -
16 Maine o - -
17 Indiana o o ok
18 lowa *kk K o
19 Oklahoma *ok p— o
20 West Virginia L o >
21 Mississippi w xRk .
22 Connecticut e wE delkdon
23 North Carolina ok *ck ok
24 Wyoming »e * -
25 Kentucky = - e
26 Nevada L T ok
27 Wisconsin L o *h
28 New Hampshire *x an ok
29 lllinois o . —
30 Massachusetls L wr -
31 Arizona - "ok *xk
32 Ohio * e ok
33 Hawaii AR kR ke
34 New York son *x -
35 Tennessee ** ok ok
36 Georgia ot ok -
37 Kansas ** EITY Ak
38 Nebraska o * e
39 Florida #or o wak
40 Texas % *ak -
4 Michigan % aEH -
42 Louisiana o FhnH Kk
43 Colorado * R *hh
44 South Carolina * P ok
45 South Dakola * wkk ok
48 Delaware * S -
47 California * o sk
48 Utah * ok Tekak
49 North Dzakota * o -
50 Washington * o *
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GROWTH IN ESTABLISHMENTS GAINING JOBS SELF-EMPLOYMENT GROWTH DIFFERENTIAL
Chunge, 2011 Change, 2011-
Runk Stale Score Growth Rute 2014 (Abs) Rank  Stale Score Growih Differential 24 (Abs.)
fi)-Stete Average [{RILH 2.5% S5t Stente Averadee 2% 24%
3 Vermuont 139.6 59% 00% | Alaskn 1444 L% kR L3
o Mumana 1362 55% 4.5% 2 West Virginia 142.1 1.B9%: 1.5%
3 New Mexico 1232 39% L1% 3 Maine [FLA DA% 2%
4 Oregon 123.1 39% L% 4 New Mexico 1174 0.75% £1%
5 Pennsylvania 1213 16% 3% 5 Monlana 1167 0.712% 04
[ Otue 12048 3.6% 1.1% 6 Oklahoma 1167 0.72% 0.4%
1 Nebraska 1149 25% 249% 7 Vitginm 1142 LIA{1 ] -1 1%
# Delaware 1123 25% -3.5% 8 Vermont 1813 0477 &4.7%
9 Arkansas 17 5% -1.6% 9 Arkansas 105 0437 1%
1 Michigan WAL 22% ~A.1% L] Alabama 1028 {407 -5.2%
11 Colorado 3 1M 22% " Pennsylvania L2 037% -1.2%
I2 Mevada 1087 2.0% 0% 12 Maryland 1073 0.28% -1L.4%
11 Riwnde Island 1082 20% (1§31 13 Lomisiana 105.6 (Bt 3 1.5%
14 Mlenois 7.7 20% -1.3% 14 Mississippi 105.6 (L2 31F
5 Wyoming 1.8 19% 38% 15 Missoti 5.4 0205 34%
it Indiana 106 1 |.3% O 8% I New Jersey 1034 o 10% 6%
17 Georgia M7 1.5%- AV 1T 17 Connecticut 10113.1 YT Q3%
18 Alabama 103.6 L5% -39% I8 lowa 1028 007%: -1.5%
] lowa 1035 1.5% 34F 19 Hawait 102.5 (106%- -0.6%
20 Wisconsin 1.2 1.4% 1. 5% 20 New Hampshire {01 0.06%: L%
21 ldaho 1032 14% -5 M 2 Wyuming LU G03% 03%
2 Flurda LI 1 2% 2% pad Kemucky 101.6 0.02% AL
3 Kentueky JLEER] 1.1% 1 5% k] Wiscomsin 1.2 0% 2%
k) Maryland 1004 L% 1 9% 24 Kamsas 1H0 AL F -1.5%
23 Nurth Curalling 1000.3 V1% AR 25 Chin {[KEd W% R .
2 Alaska y9.7 105 39% 20 Indiana wh D08 20%
27 Messinin o244 0RZ 3 2 IHinaiis 98 K 0 11% -30%
28 West Virpeia 1.7 08% 04¥% RE] Rhesde Island a7 LLIY% 30
1 Ransis 97.6 G8% 3% 2 Minmesnta 970 AL 1% -1.8%
0 Soath Carolina Y74 03% -16% 0 South Dakota Wit} L20% 2.2%
3 New York 9438 4% 59% 31 Nebmska Y541 A).29% 32%
n Arirom 934 nA% 529 32 Michigan 91.9 A4 -1.7%
»n Aisnesona 915 [IR0r3 1M 33 Nonh Carolina w4 -.50% -}.5%
3l Missivsippi 915 045 IRE 34 New York 9ir3 -0.50% 63%
13 New Jersey 91.5 0.0% - % 35 Massachusents 9.2 ) 51% -1 Y%
R ] Virpina 41.5 0% 04% 36 Tehmessee H3 5 41594 2.5%
37 Tenas K8 6 A3 337 37 Arirona BE1 LR Q2%
LT South Dakota 584 4% T4% 38 South Corvlina 429 A BI% 2%
» New Hampshire 884 B A% -1 5% 39 fdabw 804 D96% 2%
40 Tennessee 857 0% 55% 40 Delaware .7 N499% -4.5%
31 Hawan B51 07% 6T% 41 Washingten ™6 1LO0% -1.3%
a2 Oklabuma BS54 DAF 3 5% 42 Oregon 0 SEinY -1.7%
43 Washingun H4H L B% 54% 43 Texas FEEY -1.12% -3.5%
43 Mainc 812 1.1% H0% 44 Geotgin By 1.17% -5.6%
45 Louisiana 196 1.5% 58% 45 California AL ] -1.26% 9%
36 Urah 766 LB 4 4% +h Utzh 137 -1.27% 26%
47 North Dakota 44 2% 4% 47 Floruda .7 -1 46% -5.7%
44 Massachuselts 686 8% 20% 48 Colormlo 67 1.50% -2.6%
4 Connectlicut 66.1 -3.1%- 6 9% 44 Nevada 540 1.95% S55%
30 Califumnia 537 4 6% B 1% 50 North Dakota 569 -2.05% 20%
Growih in percent af establishments gaining jobs. 2013-14 Difference between sclf-emplovment amd wotal eimployment growth, 2013-
14
This metric measures the breadih of job ¢reation across businesses, The self-employed are the basis for new employer firms. When self-
regardicss of business size or industry. In good times, 30-32 percent of employment grows faster than total jobs, it is a sign of entreprencurial
businesses are creating jobs at any given time. States that sustain above that dynamism, whether it is due to *push forces” {loss of tenured jobs forces
level over a business cycle are exemplars of healthy, diversified dynamism, people 10 venture out on their own) - or due to “pull forees” (good
The above table shows the pereent change in the share of establishments cconomic times make venturing out more lucrative). The above table shuws
eaining jobs in cach state. the growth in the number of non-farm proprictors less total job growth,
Source: US. Burean of Labor Staristics Source: US. Burcan of Economic Analysis
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
State Growth Rate Runk Stute Growth Differential Ranh
Ohie 6% [ Wissonsin 040 23
Michigan 22% 1 Ohio A 25
[Winwis 20% 14 Tndiana 0083 2
ndiana 1.8% 16 Ulinois ALNF ]
Wisvansin | 4% 2 Michiznn AAME iz
Michigan 2011 -2014 Michigan, 2011 - 2014
o = ' o [ :
=T : . -
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GROWTH IN JOB GAINS BY NET EXPN. BUSINESSES GROWTH IN ESTABLISHMENT FORMATION RATE
Change, 2011- Change, 2(H1-
Ronk __ State Score Growth Rate 2014 (Abs) Rank __ State Score Growth Rate 2014 (Abs)
S0-Seare Average Si8% 19.9% 50-Starse Average 40% -1
1 New Mexico 250.0 G00.0% 600.0% 1 Minnesota 1823 34.1% 23.6%
2 Maryland 2408 3500% 333.3% 2 Virginia 1479 20.8% 21.5%
3 New Jersey 2052 266.7% 86.7% 3 Montana 1460 200% 13.2%
4 Virginia 191.0 233.3% W% 4 Missouri 1350 15.7% 13.9%
5 Arkansas 1661 175.0% 186.1% 5 West Virginta 1339 153% 1.5%
6 Alabama 1447 135.0% 25.0% [ dlassachusens 1316 144% 6.2%
a Vermont 147 125.0% 87.5% 7 Wyoming 129.2 13.5% 10.7%
8 Pennsylvania 2.6 12000 L138% 8 New Mexico 127.2 12.7% 9.2%
9 Contecticut 1340 100.0% 81.8% 9 Idaho 1207 10.6% 7.3%
10 Montana 1224 1271% A47.3% 10 Connecticit 1205 1o ke 25.7%
1 Wisconsin 1198 66.7% T.5% ] Nosth Carolina e 415 9.1%
12 Missouri 1169 50.0% -25% 12 Maine 117.2 8.4% 41%
13 Nebraska 115.1 §5.6% A% 12 Alaska 172 #.8% 3I0%
14 Minacsota 146 545% 59.8% 14 Tenncssee 103 6.1% 10%
15 Utah 1088 409% -40.3% 15 Arkansas 109.7 59% -6.0%
16 Kentucky 08 4 400% 1.5% 16 Rhude Island 1083 54% 0.7%
17 Washinglon 106.8 364% -17.0% 17 Indiana 107.8 5.2% 258%
18 Alaska 105.6 333% 60.6% 18 Geurgia 106.1 1.5% 07%
18 Rhode Island 1056 33.3% -56.7% 19 Qregon 106.0 4.5% 6.2%
20 Arizona 104.8 31.6% -60.7% 20 Vermont 145 39% ~LI1%
21 Flarida 1038 292% 03% a Oklahoma 1040 37% 17%
2 1llinois 1020 250% 250% g Colordo 1023 0% 0.6%
2 Massachusetts 1020 250% 50% 3 Misstssippi 100.1 2.2% -6.7%
24 North Carolina 1008 222% Rl b ] Alabama 180.1 22% 22%
25 Indiana 1005 2.4% 17.4% 25 Utah 1000 2% 33
26 Orcgon 995 192% 67% 26 Hawaii 0D 1% -22%
27 New York 903 18.8% -12.5% 27 New Hampshire 933 1.R% -5.5%
28 Nevada 989 17.9% -10.7% 24 Texas w2 | 8% -1.9%
bl Oklabomia 984 16.7% -8.3% 29 Kentucky wo 175 -100%
30 Chio 974 143% =21 0% 30 South Dakota 973 1.1% 227
3 California 96.7 125% 0532% k3] Wisconsin g7.0 1.0% -13.0%
32 Grorgia 96 4 120% 4710% 32 Maryland 96 .8 09% -10.6%
33 Coloraky 96.1 1.1% A8 Y% 3 Arizona 96.5 0.8% ~T%
M Texas 05.2 %1% L% 34 Nevada 96.5 08% -1.6%
35 fowa 949 83% -37.0% 35 New York 945 0% 39%
36 New Hampshire 942 6.7% TR 36 Florida 92.8 0.9% -3.3%
37 Tenncssee 938 59% -25.7% 37 Mlinois 924 -0.8% -3.5%
38 Idaho 96 3% -747% 38 Louisiana 9220 -10% -10%
39 South Carolina 93.3 45% 29.5% 9 Pennsylvana 919 -1.0% H.1%
a0 Hawaii 213 00% 2.1% 40 fowa 91.8 -L1% -43.1%
40 Maine 913 00% LIS 41 North Dakota 90.4 -1.6% -39.6%
a0 Michigan 9213 0.0% 189% 42 New Jersey %l -1.7% -60%
43 Scrath Dakota B85 -67% 71.0% 43 Ohio 889 -2.2% AL
4 Delawarc 870 -10.0% 53.6% X California §72 28% -135%
45 Mississippi 842 -16.7% 27.8% 45 Delaware 869 3 0% B4%
46 Wyoming 9.1 -24.6% -108.6% 46 Michigan 832 ~$A% 170%
47 Louisiana 742 ~40.0% 462T a7 South Carolina 815 S.4% -1L6%
48 Kansas 726 431.8% 93 8% 48 Kansas 802 S56% -13.6%
49 Nonh Dakota 55.7 -33.3% =136.5% 49 Nebraska 749 -1.6% 912
50 Weat Virginia 547 -85 7% 9B2% 50 Washington 513 -16.8% 9.5%
Growth in net job gains from establishment expansions as o share of toral Growth in new establishments as a percent of all establishments, 2013-14
Jobs, 2013-14
Existing businesses are the major contributors to job growth. This metric High-growth economies frequently display high business formation rates.
shaws the net jobs created from expansions minus contractions relative to These are cconomies with above average freedoms, flexibilities and
the total number of jobs. I is a good aggregate indicator of the degree to motivittions to try new ventures. The establishment formation rate is not
which ‘businesses in place’ are taking on risks and embracing the challenge colored by industry type, firm size, or sociveconomic factors. It is a
of success and failure. collective measure of the degree to which existing or new firms take on
risks and embrace the challenge of success and failure.
Source: US. Burean af Labor Statistics Source: US. Burean of Labor Staristics
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
Siate Growth Rate Ronk State Growth Rate Rank
ol g o Indiana 52% 17
Wisconsin 66. 7% 1] Wi i % x
inois 250% BB, iepil ki =
Indiana 21 4% 5 Ulinois s ]
Ohio 14.3% 30 Dhig i e
Michigan 1A% A6
Michigan 0% 40 K ’
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GROWTH IN NEW BUSINESS OWNERS

Chunge, 2011-
Rauk _ State Score Growth Rote 2004 (Als)
S0-Sutre Averauge H A% I 1%
! lown 1398 63.6% H3.6%
2 Nevada 1379 60 9% B4 4%
3 Vermont 1330 53 8% 67.2%
4 Indiann 12610 438% 385%
5 Rhwde Island 1254 4249% 54 9%
6 North Dakota 1249 42.1% 48.8%
7 Mississippi 1246 41.7% 82.6%
8 Washinglon 1242 41.2% 453%
9 Arizona 124.0 40 9% 167%
10 Oregon 1155 B.6% 50045
1] Missouri 145 2137 10.7%:
) New Jerscy 11349 26.3% 18.3%
13 New Hampshire 1130 250% 17.0%
14 South Carolina 16 23.1% ang
15 Kansas 1o 2227 45.1%
1 Georgia Hna 208% 52.2%
17 Ok laturma 1141 20412 5444
18 Arkinsias [ILE:4 194U% 272%
14 New Mevacn 1074 1765 3054
i Mavachinetts (170 1607 34 B
2 New York 052 13.8% 103
R5) Tewn 13 125% 287
n Hilinors 105 100073 Bz
h21 lelabw 100 | 655 DR
o Louisiang L1 R | | S .
b Missnesuta WY e 6y T
) Ohio UoN] Sar3 1503
28 Connecticur R 36T RN L
24 Delaware yz 1 167 11 2%
30 Florida 9746 T3
30 Hawaii Y76 204 R
a2 Mhaine 956 00% M40
n Penpsyivattia 956 00%: 1%
32 Wisconsin 956 0.0% 2T R
35 Califomia 938 25% 1.9%
36 Kemtucky 937 -28% 304%
7 North Carolina 934 3.1% 16 9%
38 Alaska 916 -43% 4%
» Lieah 912 -6.3% 18.1%
40 Colorado 90.1 -T9% -1.2%
41 Virginia 8uy -8.3% B¥%
42 Michigan B84 103 % L1%
43 Maryland 879 L% -31 9%
44 Montapa 87.6 I1SE 39%
45 Alabama R7.2 =120 =16.0%
46 Wyoming 862 “13.5% -13.5%
a7 South Dakota 83.7 AT -B55%
48 Nebraska 82.1 -194% -127%
B Tennesseo RL7 -20.0% 9.3%
50 West Virginia 57 -28.6% 1685

Growth in Kanffinan Fowndation Entrepreneurial Activity Index, 200 3- 14

The Kauffman Foundation provides a measure of Brassrools starlup activity
based on the Cument Population Survey (U.S. Census Bureau). It measures

the rate of business creation at the individual non-corporile owner level,
The table shows percent of individuals ages 20-64 who do not own a

business in the first survey month, but who start o business ii the following

month with 15 or more hours worked per week.
Source: Kaufinan Foundation

Midwest Performance, 2014

Indiana
Hlimns
Ohio
Wiscuonsa
Michigan
Idiaea

43RG

-103%
43 8%

Michigan, 2011. 2014
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36
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GROWTH IN 1-YEAR ESTABLISHMENT SURVIVAL

Chunge, 2011-
Rank  Stute Score Grow th Rate 2004 (Alw)
50-Sture Averaye tnte 0%
1 lelaho 151.6 6.8% 10.1%
2l Montana 146.3 62% f.4%
3 Maine 131.6 44% 8%
4 Pennsylvania 127.7 39% 83%
5 Tennessee 1220 3% 1.0%
6 Arkansas 191 28% -1.1%
7 Rhaode 1sland 117.2 2.6% LI%
8 North Camlina 167 2.6% 3%
9 West Virginia 162 5% 1.6%
10 Orcgon 1140 23% 23%
11 Mississippi 1137 220 21%
12 Wyoming 1125 20% 3%
13 New Mexico 1123 20% g%
4 Kansas 15 1.9% Jo%
15 Kentucky 15 I.EG -04%
16 Hawair rind 1.4 1%
17 Oklahomu 1069 14% -2.5%
18 Nevada 184 12% LN 14
14 Louisiunn 105.3 1% 1.7%
0 Minnesor JLILRY 10% | 4%
2 New Fanipshire 103.3 9% uw9%
a3 Flarida 103.1 09% -1
2 California 1030 {1 -3.5%
2 Teaas 24 0.9% -0.3%
28 Vigiia 100 1 05% e D3F
26 Alabaima Yy 5% -24%
27 Michigna Y99 5% 0.1%
Lt Nurth Dakota Y44 4% 0%
] Vermnt LY 4% =5 0%
30 New York Ry 4% | 8%
31 Massachusetts YE R 045 <23
32 Connecticu y1R 0.24% L
3 Maryland 958 14¥i 19%
34 lowa MR RN D47
35 lilinois YR AR G
3 New Jersey 937 £.3% 5%
37 Indiana 917 -+ 5% 4.6%
38 Missouri o7 .67 -6.7%
19 Alaska %) 6 .67 215
S0 Wisconsin L] -1 2 5%
+1 Georgia LI L% -2 9%
42 Nebeaska B s [BLs -35%
43 Ghie 850 -1.2% 09%
H Colorado 55 - 3% -5 8%
45 Arizoma %54 1A% -4 2%
46 South Dakota 8.6 1. 7% 2.6%
47 Scrnth Carolisg 158 5% 3.6%
48 Delaware 551 505 =1 0%
49 Ltah 50.8 55% -5 4%
5 Washinglon M5 1.5% 4K

Growth in one-vear estublishment survival rente, 201314

‘The change in one-year survival rate of businesses indicates how wel)
businesses are making it through the early years, As a one-year change
measure, this metric varics considerably from year w year, Usually more
than 10 percent of start-ups dv not make it to their second year, but due 1o
an administrative break in the data in 2013, the 1op five states data is likely

inflated.,

Source: US. Burcan of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2014

Slate State
Michigan 05%
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Indiam 5%
Wisconsin -1 0%
Ohin 1.2%
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ENTREPRENEURIAL CHANGE

A dynamic economy not only attracts new
companies; it also experiences business failures as
well as startups, and shows the willingness of
individuals to undertake new enterprises and
contribute to weaith creation. In fact, one
characteristic of today's innovation economy is the
degree to which it is “churning"—residents coming
and going, new occupations forming while others
decline, and businesses forming, relocating and
disappearing. These are necessary factors for
economic prosperity. This index measures change
in five metrics averaged over the most recent three
years of data. Metrics capture characteristics of
commercial enterprises including_numeric growth,
start-ups, fast-growth/high tech, payroll, and
proprietor income.

Midwest Performance

2014 2012 2010

Michigan ook sk Rese
|ndiana *ok sk ek
lllinois Hk ¥ Aok
Wisconsin ** wok ek
Ohio Hek Heafedke sHederfe

Michigan Entrepreneurship Scora Card = 2016 Edilion

Rank State 2014 2012 2010
1 North Dakota I P
2 Utah ek e ok
3 Texas AR - e
4 Florida Aok ok o
5 Oklahoma Fokkke - —"
6 New York hkkk Rk
7 California o —_— "™
8 Idaho kR ™ "
9 Georgla wn Rk »
10 Colorado *xk o #
1 Oregon ok W ok
12 Michigan P P -
13 Montana ok Aok h
14 South Dakota *ax *okk Kok
15 Minnesota *ak Aok T
16 Washington ok * ok
17 Indiana * o ok
18 Tennessee ok ke *x
19 South Carolina ] ax Rk
20 Wyoming L) Ak Hokek
21 Missouri wn o -
22 Louisiana ®x whn .
23 North Carclina ok o -
24 Alaska *x o wknd
25 Illinois *x o o
26 Wisconsin L - ke
27 Arizona *k "k e
28 Nevada o ok L
29 Rhode Island e Ak ok
30 New Mexico xx *x "
31 Delaware w wx e
32 Chio hrak ok Aok
33 Virginia > e "k
34 MNew Hampshire * ak o
35 Vermont * LI T
36 Kentucky * o -
v Arkansas * - Ak
38 Maine * *ok Howk
30 Alabama * *x o
40 Pennsylvania * »* *rn
41 Hawaii * *h ook
42 Connecticut * ok Rk
43 Massachusells * nex %
44 Mississippi * *x .
45 Kansas » w Wk
46 lowa * *x T
47 Nebraska * LT okak K
48 Maryland * *x ok
49 New Jersey * > o

37
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GROWTH IN NUMBER OF SMALL BUSINESSES SMALL BUSINESS PAYROLL GROWTH
Change, ZD1- Change, 209-
Rank State Score Grawth Rate 2013 iADs.) Rink _ State Score Growih Rate HIL2 {ADs.)
50-8nrte Avererye 07% 24k 50-State Average 2% 0%
[ North Dakoa 1539.8 267F 24% 1 Narth Dakota 100 1LB% 6.5%
2 Flozida 140.2 1.80% 46% 2 Texas 1531 17% 30%
3 Utah 1355 1.60% kRS 3 Oklahoma IH7 8% 1.¥%
4 Texas 1314 141% 1.7% 4 Utah 1302 3.46% 34%
hi Culsfornia Liw? [i3.b1:3 2% 5 Wyoming 1239 3% 0.6%
[ New York L1196 LR % 1.2% [ Flortda 1206 3% 0.3%
7 Nevada s 081% 3.2 7 South Dakota 1200 3% 08%
E] Colormlo 158 72% 5% B Minmesota 1149 31% 4.3%
4 Wyoming 1123 0.57% 0% 4 Alaskn kN 31%: 5%
L] Massachusells 122 0.56'% 2.6% 1] Michigan 1150 28% 58%
1] Alaska 10K 0.50% 14% 11 Colorada 146 28% 33%
12 Orepgon 102 047% 2% 12 Massachusetts 143 24T 3.0%
13 Mantam 1087 041% 25% 13 Virginia 1122 2% 30%
4 Oklalwea 7.3 034% 1.1% 14 Tennessee 17 2T% 4.1%
15 South Dakota 106 5 0% 09% 15 Montana 1105 2.6% 20%
I New Jerey K6 0 22% 28% 1] Nebraska 11010 2.6% 4%
7 Nebeaskha Hi 5 022G 043 17 lowa 108.6 5% | 8%
I8 Guorgia -4 0.22% L] 1} Californza 1083 2.5% 3%
(B Mary land 1043 0.21% 140 19 Louisiara 1078 2.5% 1%
2 Yergini 102.6 0147 1 9% 0 Arkansas 1065 24% 1.8%:
ki Tilinms. 1021 o 1 9% 21 QOregon 1059 2A% 40%
n Minnesita 1015 0.0 0% hond Ohio 1025 22% 44%
P} Arirung 101.0 D43 A% 23 Wisconsin mm.s 22% 35%
u Washinpron 1007 0.045 2% i Maryland LI LI% 2.3%
35 Mghlwes  I0RL 0% A% 23 dndon 1004 2% AL
L) Lowssrana Wy ) 004 0.6%: 26 Kansas 9.6 1% 1.1%
I Nonh Camlina 988 003 dag 7 Pennsylvania 490 0% 9%
b} Pennsylvana 987 L0 1.4% 28 Maine Y83 0% 29%
pa) Delaware Y H12% 1.7% 29 Georgia 976 20% 4. 3%
3 Missouri 962 Lr15% 20% 30 New Yuork 415 20%: 1.5%
31 South Carulina 9.7 N35% 13% 31 Waslimngion 967 | 9% 26%
3 lowa 914 A.36% L% 32 Vermont 96.3 | 8% 2%
33 Arkansas 91.0 038% 1.3% 33 Wesl Virginia 9540 | 9% 1104
4 Kentucky 9.6 0.40% 1.6% M North Caroling 954 1.9% 3.3%
35 Tennessee 99 D 43% 1.4% i5 INinEs wuy I 8% 2R%
36 Cunnecticul 893 DA5% 1.6% 36 INew Hampslire 937 (W34 38%
37 Hawa:i B8R 0A47% 1.6% kY Riwule Island 92y 1.7% 424
38 New Itampshire 887 0 48% 1.8% kH] Delaware 0.0 1.6% 143%
3 Rhode Island B8 7 D485 2.6% 9 Messissippt K35 1.5% 1L1%
40 New Menico 883 0.50% 1.8% 40 Arizona BR.2 1.5% 54%
41 Ohiy 882 0.50% 23% 41 Aissoun 7T 1.5% 2.5%
42 hako ER.0 D51% 3I% 42 Conneclicut R T 14% 2%
43 Vermant 7.6 £.53% 1.9% 43 Alabama LU 4% 19%
- Indiana K10 ) 56% 1.7% 44 New Jersey 845 1.3% 4%
45 Misskssipm .2 D67% 1.1% 45 New Mexico 812 1.2% 0.3%
46 Maine B34 -0 T 17% 4 Tdabu L1 12% 36%
47 Kansas 8y -0.79% 0.4 +7 South Camdina 804 L% 26%
L L Wisconsin 814 0. TY%: 1A% 48 Kenlucky T8N 1463 12%
449 Alabama £1.6 -0.80% L 7% 9 Hawaii 77 145 20%
50 West Viegini o5n -1.53% 115 50 Nevada 773 140% 4 5%
Growti it mmber of finms with 99 or fewer emplovees, 2040 3, three-vear Growth in total monnined paveoll of firms witl 9% or fewer emplovees, 2002,
g, three-vear avy.
Small firms have been shown 1o be impurtant contributors to job and The goal of becoming a center lor entrepreneurial business fonmation and
ceononic prowth as well as innovative activity. A growing presence of growth goes beyond simple aumbers of new firms. Through high
small businesses i therefore impertive for strong economic dynamism, performance. entreprencurial firms can offer growing wages, high
The above table stiwows the annual growth rae in the number of small firms economic multiplier effects and related economic development. The above
of 94 or fewer employees for each state. averaged over three years. table measures the annoal growth in total payroll of small businesses with
99 or lewer employees, averaged over three years,
Sourve: Burewn of Lalur Statistics Source: US. Census Burean
Midwest Performance, 2013 Midwest Performance, 2012
State Growth Rate Kank State Growth Rude Raunk
1innis 0% a Michigun 145 10
Michigan 0275 25 Ohier X0 b
Ohw 0 50 4 Wisconsin 2.0 23
Indianey {5605 a4 Indiana 209 5
Wincomin 794 EE ] Ilipuis I.RG 35
Michigan, 2010-2013 Michigen, 2009 -2012
) 1 rs ]

2
.
Sawmiun
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INCREASE IN HIGH PERFORMANCE FIRMS NET ESTABLISHMENT ENTRANTS INCREASE
Change, 2011- Change in Net Change, 2011-
Ritnk State Score Averape lacrease 2014 (Abs.) Rank State Score E Rules 2014 (Abs.)
50-Surte Average 0. .16 50-Stare Average a.0% 2%
1 New York 1770 417 42 | Idaha 1755 24% 15%
2 California 148.7 267 03 2 Indiana 1262 0.9% 22%
3 Georgia 1330 1.83 37 3 Georgia 1219 0.7% 1.2%
4 Texas 1267 1.50 2hy] 4 Montana 1198 0.1% 0.1%
5 South Carolina 1236 1.33 b2 3 INew Mexico 1187 06% 0.7%
5 Missouri 1236 133 10 [ Maine 116.6 0.6% 0.5%
7 Flotida 204 117 10 U Oklahoma 1155 05% 9%
g Orcgon 1o 067 03 8 Oregen 1145 05% 04%
9 Washington 1979 050 0.9 9 Tennessee t134 0.5% 09%
9 Cklahoma 1079 .50 il [[H Delaware 112.3 04% 06%
9 Loudsiana 1074 050 0y 10 Nevada 1123 04% NB8%
9 Idaho 1079 0.50 o7 12 Utah ne2 04% 09%
13 Wisconsin m7 0.33 a3 12 Washington ni2 DA% 12%
13 West Virginia 104.7 0.33 0.3 t4 Colorado 1102 04% 1.1%
13 Ohio 104.7 033 04 15 Vemment 109.1 0.3% 0.1%
13 North Carulina 1047 0.33 on 16 Wyoming 1080 03% 05%
13 New Mexico 1047 N33 A2 17 Florida JLARY 0.2% 0.7%
13 Indiana 104.7 0.33 00 17 Kentocky 105.9 02% 15%
13 iltinois 1047 033 02 17 Wisconsin 1059 2% 0.7%
13 Arizona 7 033 0o 20 Arizona 048 02% 09%
a2 Wyoming 016 o n2 20 New Yark 1048 02% 0.5%
21 South Dakota 1016 G.17 27 i North Carolina 048 2% 02%
2 Michigan 1016 017 0.0 px} Connecticut 1037 02% -28%
21 Kentucky 1 6 017 0.0 24 Souh Dakota 102.7 01% £2%
2l Arkansas 101.6 017 02 5 Virginia 100.5 N1 =L1%
26 Utah 98 4 o 00 2% Alabama 93 0.0% L%
26 Montana 984 000 0.3 26 Missouri 9.3 0.0% 0.2%
26 Alaska 984 000 07 4 Alnska 973 0.0% 0%
26 Alabama 98 4 0.00 0o 28 Minnesata 973 0.0% 1.6%
30 Vermanl 95.3 017 ol 28 Riyate fsland 973 00% DI%
30 North Dakoela 95.3 017 0.8 31 Hawaii 963 RNl S 07%
30 Nebraska 93.3 047 1.9 3! Kansas 463 £0% 01%
3 Minnesota 95.3 017 -1 31 Leuisiana 963 D4% 0.3%
30 Hawaii 95.3 017 0.1 3 Mississippl 96 3 A% 0.5%
30 Delaware 953 007 09 3 South Caralina 063 0.1% 05%
36 WNew Hampshire 92.1 0.33 06 n Texas 963 A 1% 09%
36 Mississippi 92 033 413 37 New Hampshire 952 £1% 005
36 Maine 921 433 0.4 38 Iftinois 94 1% 0.1%
36 lowa Y .33 07 » Ohio 914 03% DA%
36 Colorado 921 033 45 40 lowa 909 02% 15%
41 Tenncssce RO.0 .50 0.2 Ll New Jersey 909 0.2% 0.3%
4] Nevada 89.0 -0.50 07 40 Pennsylvania 9y 0.2% 0.8%
41 Kansas 8.0 -0.50 08 0 West Virginia 909 02% 0.3%
T Rhode Bkand 859 067 03 4 Massachusens 8.4 03% 0.5%
45 Pennsylvania 733 133 13 45 Michigan #5.5 A% 01.6%
46 Maryland 638 -1.B3 3B 16 Maryland 813 A.5% 00%
46 Connecticul 63.8 -1.83 -13 47 Calfornta 738 HA% 04%
48 Virginia 576 217 1.6 48 Arkassas n7 08% 08%
49 New Jersey 450 =283 24 49 North Dakota 395 -1.8% 08%
50 Massachuseits 387 347 5.3 50 Nebraska 53 -20% 03%
Change in number of firms with significant revenuelsales growth, 2014, Change in the net of new establishments minus failed establistnents, as a
three-year avg. percentage of total establishments, 2014
High-performance and especially technology-oriented companies tend 1o be The rate of net establishment entrants is one of the most common measures
more impervious (o fluctuations in the overall economy and have a strong of entreprencurial activity and its change indicates a very dynamic and
multiplicr effect on the rest of the economy. The above table shows the optimistic catreprenenrial environment, coincident with high rates of net
absolute increase or decrease for the average number of privately held new business growth and economic multiplier effects. The above table
companies lYisted with the fastest-growing firms from fnc.com, and fastest- shows the absolute change in net establishmem entranis as a percentage of
growing high-technology companies from Deloitte & Touche’s Fast 500 all establishments in the intial year. Sowrce: U.S. Burean of Labor Statistics
Source: Inc.com & Deloine & Touche
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
State Increase Rank State E:;:f'::r'll;?s Hunk
THineses 3355 13 Indiana 095 1
Indiana 333% 13 Wisconsin 02% 17
Ohio 3333 13 1inesks £0.1% 38
Wiscansin 3353% 13 Ohio 025 39
Michigan 16.7% 21 Michigan DA% 45

Michlgan. 2011-2014 Michigan, 20112014
™ 1'—-.,- p—|
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PROPRIETOR INCOME PER PROPRIETOR GROWTH

Change, 2011-
Rank _ State Score Growth Rale 2014 (Abs.)
50-Strte Averaye 4.0% 2%
I North Dakon 1485 94% 35%
2 Utah 1464 91% 11 4%
3 Michigun 138.1 8.2% BA%
4 Rhode Istand 1273 6.9% 23
5 South Carolina 1269 69% F.4%
[ California 126.6 6.9% B.2%
7 Okhhoma 1236 06.5% 617
] Minnesoty g4 594 237
Y Nebraska 1173 587 2%
1t Tennessce 1157 567 1.5%
B Colorado 1156 5.6% T0%
12 Washiongion 1135 54% 39%
13 Florida 1104 504% 6%
14 ldalw 108 4 485 -0.5%
15 Comecticut 1078 + i 057
It Texas i07.2 465 14%
I Bndizna 1062 3.5% L%
I8 Nonh Canina 1057 4.5% 3.1%
] Virginia 105.2 4% 067
ki) Orepon [LI20r) 4 3% 4 8%
21 South Dakota 45 455 D RF
2 Missoun 1037 42 287
23 New Hampshine 1028 417 L+ 2%
2 Perasylvania 1003 34% 3%
LB Ohio w2 389 166
6 Wiscotsm [ox I8 IT%
27 Montana Ug.2 36% 200
] 1linvis Y80 In% 4.6%
24 Louisiana 9810 IR 4.1%
30 Hawail DR 3.06% 027
3l Alabama 975 159 1.3%
3 Nevada YT 15% 1
a3 New lersey 96.7 34 258%
3 Arkansa 065 A4 41%
35 New Mesico 054 33w 3.0%
30 Arizona 951 b 427
a7 Delaware >y 325 1L.9%
38 Kentucky 91y kY 267
» Massachusctis w20 s 205
40 Georgia Y24 1975 4%
4 New York 861 22% -2 A%
43 Vermont B0 20% P el 4
43 Mississippi B39 2% 129
44 Maryland 0.7 | 5% -03%
45 Kansas 752 LO%F 28%
+0 Mlaine 44 0 %% 3 4%
47 Wyosning 725 7% -4.5%
48 Alaska 681 2% -T.5%
49 Wesl Virginia 637 (1.3% A%
50 lswan 588 Y% 1. 7%

Percent change in propricior’s income per proprictor, 2004, three-vear
.

A healthy entrepreneurial economy is one with a strong presence of
individual business owners. They put their money on the line daily and
frequently seck creative solutions to market demands. This mietric captures
carnings from self-employment. The above table shows the rate at which
proprietor’s income per proprictor grew or contracted annually, averaged
over three years,

Source: US, Bureau of Economic Analvsis

Midwest Performance, 2014

State Growih Rote Rank
Mighigan 825 3
Infians 487 17
(Hain RE ] 2%
Wiscomsin 38% 2
Ilimiss A6 R}

Michigan, 2011-2014
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ENTREPRENEURIAL VITALITY

Entrepreneurial Vitality index is a composite
measure of each state’s level of entrepreneurial
activity - broadly defined as the number of
startups and entrepreneurial firms that form the
backbone for a dynamic entrepreneurial system.
The number of self-employed and the net
business churn, or turnover, are both measures of
start-up activity, whereas fast-growing companies
and investment awards give insight into the
successfulness of the innovative activities of
incumbent and new firms.

Midwest Performance

2014 2012 2010
lllincis *k * ok
Wisconsin * * *
Michigan L L
Ohio * ® *
Indiana * * *n

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edition

Rank State 2014 2012 2010
1 Massachusetts bl L I A S
2 North Dakota PR ok ke P
3 Utah *dwk " .
4 California Kmdok - o
5 Virginia ok ) -
6 Colorado o P ok
7 Connecticul e Hoek P
8 New Mexico otk *x e
9 Maryland ok - -
10 New Hampshire wxw *» -
i Texas wk kR %
12 Arizona 2 *x s
13 Georgia ke P -
14 North Carolina L ™ .
15 Florida Hoke " *
16 tdahe " * *
17 Delaware ok " -
18 New York L o oekok
19 New Jersey L »% o
20 Oklahoma *x .

21 Oregon >k **

22 Montana ok % e
23 Nlinois *h Wk
24 Minnesola *oh "
25 Alabama Ll »* *
26 Pennsylvania o o aoh
27 Alaska w * *
28 Arkansas " "o *
29 Missouri * * *
30 South Carolina * * *
31 Vermont * e ok
32 Nebraska » o *
33 Wisconsin - - *
34 Kentucky * - »
35 Michigan * " *
36 Ohio L * *
37 Kansas * - *
38 Washington * o e
39 South Dakota - * *
40 Wyoming * * o
4 Indiana * * ok
42 Nevada * * *
43 Tennessee * * *
44 Rhode Island * * *
45 Maine * * *
46 Hawaii % * "
47 lowa * * «
48 Louisiana * * *
49 West Virginia * * *
50 Mississippi * * *
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NET ESTABLISHMENT ENTRANTS ESTABLISHMENT TURNOVER RATE
Change, 2011 Claanpe, 2011-
Rank _ State Score Cluen Rate 2004 {Abs.) _Rank __ State Scure Turnoser Rate 2014 {Abs.)
50-Ste Averaye 1.5% .24 S0.8tate Averuge S5 1L6%
] Mlaho 1564 53%: 4.1% 1 Florida 1349 270% -19%
2 Massachusetis 1305 3.6F 14% 2 Idaho 1294 26.1% 8%
3 Mantana 1274 14% -04% 3 Califormia 1210 2579% -5.7%
4 Leah 1259 33% 3% 4 Utah 1245 53%: 02%
5 Geuorgia 11638 279 19% 5 Geuorgia 1233 25 15 -1 6%
[ Florida 152 2.6% 1 9% [ Colormdo 1227 250% 3%
7 Mussoun 1137 25% | 8% 3 Delaware 1227 250% <1 5%
7 Nevada 137 25% A% R New Meaioo ey 5% 1.3%
7 Oklahoma 1137 25% 1.5% 9 Arizona 1i8.5 24.3% =L8%
L1 Colorndo 122 24% 222G L Nevada 1185 3% 0.5%
1] Wyoming 109.1 139 1% 1 Tilines 116.1 2319% 1. 4%
12 Maine 107.6 20% 3% 2 Yirginia 1155 231 8% 04%
12 KNew Mexico 1076 2% 1.3% 13 Massachusetts 130 245 2%
12 Oregon 1076 ol 1] 04% 14 New York 110.6 2305 ALO%
15 Nonh Carolina 106.1 2407 i) 4% 15 Missourt 107.6 3 5% 23%
16 Mimnicsota 1.6 1.9% 2 0% I Marylimd 107.0 DA% L%
16 Nosth Dakota LX) ) 9% 0% 16 New Jersey 170 1IA% GY%
16 Wisconsin 1.6 19% 29% 18 MNorth Dakaia 14 223 A 1%
19 Kentucky 103.0 | 8% 0% 9 Rhuxle Islanl LU 2224 073
19 Tenmesses 1030 L8% O R% 20 North Caroling 1 5 0% -0.6%
19 Texas 103.0 1 8% 2 A% 21 Montana 1033 2 R% 12%
19 Virginia 103.0 1.8% A0a ] Rentucky 121 6% 1.7%
23 Californea 101.5 17% -30% hil Wyoming 1009 A% 0.1%
n Cunnecticut 1015 1.7% 00% X Mlichigan (LR A% VA%
23 South Dakuta 101.5 1 7% 10%: b3 ] Oregan 106 3 20.3% 1.7%
26 Arizona 985 1.5% 24% 26 Alaska w7 21.2% 3%
26 Vermonl iS5 1.5%: DU%: n Nebrusha w7 1.2 1%
28 New York 910 1.4% H3% 20 New Hampshire Uoa) 3.4 9%
28 Rhode: Island 910 | 4% A 6% 29 South Carolinn 9l 2019 NAR:
30 South Carulina 954 1L.3% 18% n Minnesola 419 9% 037
M Delaware 939 1 2% DA% k1| Arkansas 4113 BT 24%
2 Alnska 909 1.0% -15% R Texas 973 R% 0.2%
32 Indiana %09 10% 094 13 Washington us.5 A0.5% -5.8%
a2 New Hampshire 909 1.0% 2R M Mainc 930 A% -1.3%
35 fown 89.3 09% 29% M Oklahoma 930 A% 0%
36 Arkansas R78 0.8% 02% 36 Kansas 018 19 9% 6%
7 Alabama 863 7% 18% 36 Vermemt 91.8 1949% 8%
38 Nebraska 848 06% 1 4% k1 Louisiana 9 19.6%: -14%
39 Kansas 832 05% 12% 39 Indiana BE8 19.4% -14%
H LLanzisinna BT 04% 03% kL Wesl Virginia B8.8 194% 05%
41 Michipan 80.2 03% 23% 41 Hawaii 87.6 19.2% 04%
41 Mississippi 80.2 03% 7% 42 Wisconsin 870 19.0% [
41 Pennsylvania 80.2 03% oI® 43 Tennessee 86.4 19.0% -0.6%
Al Washington 82 03% -1.3% L Pennsylvania a5 18.7% -1.1%
45 Hawaii 8.7 0.2% 04% 45 Mississippi B33 14.5% 04%
45 Maryland ™7 02% 07% 46 Alabama 809 1515 09%
45 New Jersey n7 02% 07% 47 Cuonnecticut 7 179% 07%
45 West Virginia w7 02% 01.8% 47 Ohio 7 17 9% -1 0%
49 llinois 71 0.1% 1 4% 49 lowa RS 177% £0.3%
449 Chio T 1% 5% 50 South Dakota 761 17.3% 0.6%
Net of new extablishmems minus failed exiablishments, as a percentuge of New establishments plus establishment teeminations as a percent of total
el establishmenis, 2014 establishiments, 2004
Business churn is one of the most common measures of entreprencurial “The turmover rate is an atlempt to get at bow dynimic an econotmy is by
activity, and its growth indicales an ingcreasingly dynamic cconomic adding the formations to terminations and showing as a pereent of all
environment, High growth arcas in the innovation economy are coincident establishments, Some refer to this metric as “chum.” It is widely understood
with high rates of new business growth, The above table shows net new that high-energy entsepreneurial economies have high wmover. But caution
cstablishments as a percentage of all establishments at the beginning of the is warranted since neeasionally flailing economies have high churn,
year.
Serces US. Burcan of Labor Statistics Source: US. Burean aof Labor Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
Stale Net Enteants Rute Rank State Turnuser Rule Runk
Wiseansin o 16 Hlinsis oA i
Indiana ol az Michigun 203% pL |
Micldpan 1013 41 Indiana 1945 Ee)
Iltinis 0.0 19 Whcoasin 1915 12
Ohio 0 a9 Ohiv 17975 7
Michigan, 2011 - 2014 i Michigan, 201t -2014 ]
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SELF-EMPLOYMENT UNIVERSITY SPINOUT BUSINESSES
Per ) 0400 Labor Change, 2011. Spinouts per §1 Change, 2011+
Rank _ State Score Force 2014 (%) Hank __ State Score billion R&D) 2004 (%)
Ji-Stare Average 214.0 -0.8% 30.Stare Average 34 223%
1 Montana 133.5 2685 -1.0% 1 Alaska 2009 1432 (n/a}
2 Idaho 1254 256.1 27% 2 Utah 1492 83.6 -389%
3 Oklaboma 143 2545 26% 3 Connecticu 143.6 771 19.5%
4 Florida 1204 s 0.4% ) Mew Mesico 422 755 104%.1%
§ Calorado 1200 2479 -2.7% 5 Nebraska 1287 99 21R%
6 Texas 1194 2470 -L1% 6 Indiana 125.1 358 05.6%
7 Vermont 1194 2469 4% 7 Sauth Caraling 1224 527 195%
8 Wyoming 117.8 2044 1.7% 8 Florida tve 494 531%
9 Califorma 1167 2428 -31% 9 Kentucky 1185 48.2 -36.6%
0 Souwth Dakota 1136 238 -0.9% 10 Pennsylvania 1156 448 138.6%
1 Grorgia 1.7 2350 -1.6% t Artzona IEN) 438 6.6%
12 Maine 1116 234y L% 12 Oregon 1137 427 282%
i3 Connecticut w2 2313 A0 1% 13 North Carolina 107.6 35.6 524%
14 Mississippi 108.9 309 1.7% 14 Colorady 105.6 33 2%
15 Tennessec 102.7 290 -2 6% 15 Oklahoma 105.5 332 -15.1%
16 Artzona 1070 279 2% 16 Louisiana 1052 1n9 28.2%
17 Lowisiana 1064 2271 33% 17 lowa 043 318 117.6%
18 Mary fand 1059 6.3 3.2% 18 New Jersey 1027 00 -18.7%
9 Utah 1055 2156 4.2% 19 Ohio 101.9 0,1 9.6%
20 New Hampshire 1050 2249 LD4% 20 Virginia 1019 20 BOAS
2 Nevada 145 42 -22% 2 Mississippi 101K 9 -17.9%
2 Karsas 1045 2241 L6% 22 IElinois 1614 285 374%
23 New Jersey 1.t 214 1.4% 23 Georgia 101.1 281 19%
et Oregon j(te] 2204 -32% o) Minncsota 1000 265 38.1%
25 Alabama 100.9 2187 DA% 25 Californta 100.0 268 3.8%
26 Arkansas 9.1 2158 0.3% 26 Vermonl 978 43 -28%
27 New York 987 2152 01% 27 West Virginia 972 27 ~57.2%
28 New Mexico 968 2123 £3% 28 Kansas 1.1 235 109.6%
29 Missoari 960 211 -2 7% 29 ldabo %64 223 100.0%
30 Alaska 95.5 2103 3.3% 30 Delaware 95.6 218 (nfa)
31 Hawaii w“u6 089 1% k]| Muassachusens 95.0 kN 6.1%
b Mlchigan s 2088 3.0% 32 Missouni 03 mn3 3BI%
33 North Carolina M. 2082 -l4% k] North Dakota 04,1 20.1 169.6%
k) Towa 938 X178 -2.0% M New Hampshire 934 192 -18.8%
35 Nebraska 914 40 -1.9% a5 Michipan 914 170 25%
36 South Carolina 913 nig 20% 5 Tennessce %038 163 191.3%
3 Illinois 912 2017 -LI% 37 Maine 97 150 100.0%
38 Massachuselts 886 199.8 03% 38 New York 89.5 147 -152%
39 Kentucky 1) 198 8 -1.6% 39 Maryland BR.6 137 -2.9%
40 Minnesola 879 198.8 27% 40 Texas §8.2 133 -55.3%
41 North Bakota %64 196.3 -1.7% 41 Alabama 879 i29 (nfa)
42 Virginia 857 1954 1.4% 42 Washington 8737 127 -24.5%
43 Washington 851 1945 -43% 43 South Dakota B7.3 122 -T12%
44 Ohio B4 1929 -1.6% 44 Montana 843 83 -71.8%
45 Penasylvania 813 1902 2% 45 Wisconsin 817 B.) 115%
46 West Virginia 8.7 1892 29% 46 Hawaii B34 78 -663%
47 Rhode Estand 816 1820 03% 47 Rhode Island 833 16 (nfa)
48 Delaware 87 1846 -1.3% 48 Nevadn 767 oo 0.0%
49 Wisconsin 718 1832 -20% itvn) Arkansas (n/a} in/a} (rva)
50 Indiana 758 1801 28% (n'a} Wyoming imfa} {mia} (nal

Number of non-farm proprietors per 1,000 labor Jorce participants, 2014

The self-employed are the stock from which employer firms emerge, and
high self-employment reflects entreprencurial opportunities that are
realized through 2n enabling environment. The above table shows the
number of non-farm proprietors as a share of the labor force,

Source: US. Bureau of Economic Analvsis

Midwest Performance, 2014

Stale Per 1,000 Labor Force Rank
Michigan 288 k2]
1llinois 2037 37
Ohio 1929 4+
Wisconsin 1832 49
Indiana 1801 50

Michigan 20112014
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Average university spinout businesses per 31 billion research and
development funding, 2014

Academic institutions vary in the degree 1o which they encourage and
support faculty and student spinout discoveries into new local business
ventures. Silicon Valley has proven that state and local economics can
benefit significantly from their proactive business growth policics and
practices. The above table shows the three-year average of the number of
start-ups initiated by universities per $1 biltion research and development
expenditures,

Source: Association of University Technology Managers

Midwest Performance, 2014
Spinouts per $1 hillion

Stite R&D Rank

Indiana 558 [}
Ohio b 19
[ltinois 65 il
Michigan 17.0 as
Wisconsin LN 45
[ ll;lc!Igln.ZDﬂ 2014 ) 1
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HIGH PERFORMANCE FIRMS IPO AWARDS
Change, 2011- AYear Tolal per Chapge, 2011+
Runk Stote Score Per 10441 Firins 200447 Rank  Stale Score HHYLHWD Finms 2014 (Ahs.)
St-Srare Average 54 0.7% S5i)-Staate Averuge 5.2 2.5
1 California 1583 185 47% I Massachusetts 2000 325 il
2 Utah 1525 17.1 1 9% 2 California 1535 9.1 108
3 Mussachusetts 1477 159 At 3 Texas 1474 173 85
4 Virginia 143.6 149 233% 4 Connecticut 145.5 164 ()]
5 Geurgia 1327 122 I5EF 5 New Jersey 130 5 125 B3
[} Washiegton 1273 108 00% ] Peninsylvania 123.6 105 6.1
1 Delaware 1258 05 -18.5% 7 Colorado 1230 10.3 47
8 Maryland 1212 93 35.49% 8 Utah 1229 102 50
9 New York 1oy G40 434% 9 North Carolina 122.6 102 60
[ ] Colorado 171 83 10.0%: 10 Maryland 1165 B4 2K
1 Texas 115.1 78 14 365 11 Arizona 48 19 69
2 Connecticut 147 77 S0.0¢% 12 New York 13 69 3l
13 Arirona [ARXE 74 LR 13 Kansas .2 69 69
14 Florida 12 71 1% 14 Wisconsin [[L7% 4 65 37
15 HEnwis 1o 65 59% 15 Washington 1.2 6.3 35
[a Pennsylvania 1074 59 230% 16 Virginia 108.5 6l 4.0
17 Soutly Carolina 1071 54 TI52F 17 Tilinois 1074 59 20
18 New Jersey 1067 57 43497 18 Oklahoma 1066 56 29
L] tdaho 106.1 56 206 9% 19 South Dakota 1035 46 0.0
20 Noeth Carolina 1054 5.4 A Pea] it Indiana 1033 46 00
i Orcgon 144 51 TH6% 21 Nevada 1.0 42 42
22 Ohis 10140 43 148% ad Rhode Island 1018 42 42
34 Minnesota 10049 43 A% 23 Florida 1008 42 12
pa} Okiaboma 1005 4.2 YR2T 24 Tennessee 1018 42 42
25 Indim 1003 4,1 W% 25 Louisi 003 AN e 3,
26 Missouri 9.7 40 AW A0% 26 Georgia 997 36 18
ni; West Virginia 98 35 100.0% 27 Michigan »s5 s 1.7
] Kansas 1.6 34 ~4219% 2 KNew Hampshire 988 33 33
e} New Hampshire %9 33 A4 9% 2 lowa o835 32 16
M) Michigan 9%.6 3z 100% 30 Idaber 57.0 28 pi .|
3 INevada 96.5 a2 -50.5% k1] Alatama M8 27 27
n Mew Mexico 952 24 100.0% 1 Ohio 96.7 27 11
33 Wyuming 950 28 100.0% 33 Missouri 90.6 16 L
34 Vemmht 948 27 -19.6% 31 South Carolina 6. ¥ 26 246
as South Dakotn 931 2% 100.0% 35 Minnesota Y63 26 00
36 Wisconsin 230 23 61.5% 36 Nebraska 957 T a0
37 Hawaii 914 20 =50.0% k) Oregon LI 1. 11
8 Loutsina 912 19 100.0% ki Wyoming 74 o 1))
J lowa 2 16 5005 38 West Virginia 373 04 00
H) Alabama B2 1.4 0.6% 38 Vermanl R74 (131} a0
41 Nebraska HiS 12 5054 k] North Dakuetz K74 ol &0
42 Arkansas 877 1.0 1900.0% 38 New Mexicn 874 0 A3
43 Kenucky BT 07 1000% 38 Montana H74 a0 00
&4 Tennessee 85.4 0.5 75.1% 38 Mississipi 274 o 0
45 Alaska 837 an 007 38 Maine B74 00 32
45 Mainc 837 0. -0 K Kentecky 874 00 040
45 Mussissippi 837 on 1000 38 Hawan 814 L [1EH]
45 Montana 837 on 04 38 Delaware RT4 (1R} 0.0
45 North Dakeda 837 1] 100L% kL Arkonsas 874 0n 00
45 Riunle Istand R37 L] -1 K0 38 Alaska 874 {0 57
Numbher of firms with significant revenueisales growth relurive o the total Number of initial public afferings per 100,000 firms over three vears, 2014

mmber of firms, 2014

Just ais new small companies are an important part of a state’s ecenomic
dynamism, entrepreneurial firms that continuously innovate their products
and processes have an equally significant role in contributing 10 growth and
prosperity. The table above shows the average number of privately held
companies listed with the fastest-growing firms from fnc.com. and fastest-
growing high-technology companivs from Deloitte & Touche™s Fese 500,
relative to the total number ol firms

Source: nc.com & Deloitte & Touche

An Initial Public Offering (IFO) occurs when # company decides to sell
stocks w the generat public. Companies that go public tend to have
established a pood performance track record and thercfare reflect
entreprencurial success in the form of new andfor improved products or
processes. The adjacent table shows thethree-year twtal of the number of
1POs as a share of all companics in the state.

Source: Renaissance Capital

Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
. q 3-Yeor Totul per R’
State P'er VIHLHKD Firms Rank State 100,100 Elenes ank
1 ipasis 05 15 Wiscimsin 65 14
Oluu 43 22 Ihinoes 1 17
Itz 41 3 Tiwdeoa 46 n
Michignn 32 L Michipun As ko
Wiscunsin 33 k(] Ohiv 27 1y
| Michigan, 2011 -2014 | i Mlchu;n. 2019 -201'.4 - |
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SBIR AWARDS STTR AWARDS
Awards per 1,060 Change, 2011- Awards per 1,000 Change, 2¢11-
Rank State Score Firms 2004 (%) Rank St Score Firrs 2014 (%)
30-State Average 244 72% 30)-State Avernge 437 -1 2%
! Massachuseus 22 1225 -229% 1 North Dakota 250.0 61.E0 100.0%
2 Nonh Dakota 092 12 -MA% 2 Massachusets 2500 16.18 -131%
3 New Hampshire 168.0 55 1.5% 3 New Hampshire 1749 9.23 -6.71%
4 Marylamd 1567 65.7 -134% 4 Virginia 1709 8.85 -14.7%
5 New Mexico 1519 61.5 -15.7% 5 Maryland 612 8.51 ~142%
6 Virginia 148.7 58.7 232% G New Mesico 1624 8.06 18.0%
7 Colorado 1380 44 -26.5% 7 Alabaria 1556 744 -19.2%
8 Califomia 1326 H7 -104% .} Delaware 142.3 620 <25.2%
9 Delaware 1272 . 404 .8% 9 Colomdo 1383 5.83 -184%
10 Alabama 126.3 393 -20% 10 Catifornia 1296 503 -179%
[} Hawaii 1186 325 20.1% 11 Arizona 1226 438 -263%
12 Ohio 1156 204 -185% 12 Ohio 1n7.4 3m -10.7%
13 Connecticut 116 265 -368% 13 Connecticut 1173 3.89 -15.6%
14 Arizota 110.1 25.1 -N2% 14 North Carolitia 1163 79 33.8%
15 Utah 1092 244 11.0% 15 Utah 1154 i -313%
16 Pennsylvania 1088 40 -190% 16 Kentucky 149 366 5.2%
17 Orcgon 1083 216 37% 17 Pennsylvania 105.6 2380 -204%
i8 Riwode Istand 108.1 235 264% 18 Oregon 1044 269 -1 5%
19 Montana 1075 229 03% 19 Texas 103.8 263 -8.2%
20 Washington 1040 19.9 -180% 20 Michigan 1028 254 -368%
21 Michigan 1024 185 -240% 21 Hawaif 1024 250 A5 4%
s North Carolina 0.7 17.8 -6.2% 22 Nebraska 1024 246 64 8%
23 Vermont 1015 177 -321% 23 Wisconsin [110%:] 2.36 05%
24 New Jersey 101.1 173 -234% 24 1llinois 100.6 233 -210%
25 Minnesota 100.7 17.0 -109% 25 Montana §00.1 229 61 5%
26 Texas 993 158 -120% 26 New Jersey 929 27 -33.2%
27 Wisconsin 97.7 144 -192% 27 New York 98.6 2.15 -B5%
28 New York 971 139 -26.1% 28 Georgia 910 200 -|BO%
29 Arkansas 96.0 129 -19.2% 29 Indiana 96.8 198 -159%
H Tilinais 85.0 12.1 -122% 3 Washington 96.2 i52 -364%
31 Kentucky 950 121 20.7% 3 Minnesota 952 1.43 -128%
32 Indiana 946 1.7 343% 32 Wyoming 944 1.76 -50.6%
kx] Georgia 927 10.0 -10.9% 33 Rhode Island 92 1.74 -553%
H Florida 91.8 93 -15.7% 34 Oklahoma 919 172 B.1%
35 Kansas 912 83 25.6% 35 Tennessce 239 L. 02%
36 Nevada 90.8 B4 -183% 36 lowa 93.1 164 -412%
37 South Dakota 90.6 82 412% 37 Maine 522 1.56 25.9%
a Wyoming 899 76 -5712% 38 Florida 919 153 1.0%
39 Maine 89.7 15 -544% 39 West Virginia 912 146 14%
40 Idaho B9.7 15 -355% 40 ldaho 9039 144 65.4%
41 Missouri 89.6 74 -28.6% 41 South Carolina §9.7 1.33 -47171%
42 Tennesses 89.4 72 452% 42 Kansas B89 125 41.7%
43 South Carolina 89.1 69 25.1% 43 Arkanszs 88,7 123 -25.0%
44 fowa 89.1 69 -4.6% 44 Mississippi 879 116 162%
45 Alaska BE3 62 98% 45 Vermont 8.7 L.14 -49.6%
46 Oklahomua 87.1 51 -3.6% 46 Nevada 873 L0 64.9%
47 Nebraska 862 44 49 1% 47 Missour B42 081 -63.6%
48 West Virginia 862 44 -58.0% 48 South Dakota BO.6 048 3%
49 Louisiana 857 39 9.1% 49 Louisiana 763 13 715.1%
50 Mississippi 819 a7 -B34% 50 Alaska 75.4 0.00 0%

Three-year total of SBIR awards per |,000 small firms, 2014 Three-year total of STTR awards per 1,000 small firms, 2014
Robust research, development, and related commercialization correlate
closely with market leadership., growth, and ccanomic development for the
communities in which the firms reside. The federal SBIR program provides
grants to small businesses to conduct commercially viable R&D for
breakthrough icchnology innovations, products, and processes, The above
table gives the number of SBIR awards over three years in each state in
rclation to the number of firms with less than 500 employees.

The federal Small Business Technology Transfer program provides grants
to small businesses to conduct commercially viable R&D of breakthrough
technology innovations, products, and processes in collaboration with
research universities and colleges. The above table shows a state’s STTR
awards over three years relative 10 the number of firms with less than 500
employees firms.

Source: U.S. Small Business Administration

Midwest Performance, 2014

Sowurce: US, Small Business Administration

Midwest Performance, 2014

State SVear Tol per 1,008 Rank Suate U T Ruak
Ohin 99 12 Ohio i 12
Michigan 185 21 Michigan 25 0
Wiscaiisin 144 27 Wisconsin 24 3
Ilhinois 121 n Itlinois 23 24
Indiana 1.7 a2 Irdliana 20 29
— - I et . Y = 2 _
Michigen, 2011 - 2014 [ Michigan,2011-2014 |
S x| L 1 |
:E . :'—_'-_—:"_p ; ! .5 (2-5.:- —a| | .
E | 50 4
I ol | K :
2 1 1 B oy
!;. L I i ! i fm 21
|s & ]
1 il ] i
i 1 aa |
1 — &
— . L I |

Michigan Enirepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edilion

45



Michigan Entreprenaurship Score Card - 2016 Edition

SBIC AWARDS 5-YEAR ESTABLISHMENT SURVIVAL RATE
Awatids per 1,000 Change, 2011- Change, 2011-
Rank  State Score Firms 2004 (%) Rank___ Stute Scure Suevival Role 2004 (&)
50 State Average w7 13.0% S50-Steare Averiige 514005 935%
1 North Dakow 500 142 B9A% I Massachusetts 151.4 o l% 10.1%
2 Massachusetts 1693 120 3% 2 North Dakota 1369 574% 2%
3 Unith 1512 5.6 -19.6% 3 Wisconsin 1316 564% 9.5%
+ New Jersey 1376 RUE] <18 3% 4 South Dakota 13015 56.2% 20%
5 Kew York 1260 167 ~45.0% 5 Cahfornia 1284 S58% 14.6%
] Naorth Carolina 1186 141 M5 6 Nebraska 1262 554% 5%
7 ‘Tenas 118.1 139 10.9% U Connccticw 121.9 54.6% 20.3%
B Kansas 1160 132 54.0% 8 Minnesota 1193 S54.1% 113%
9 [linvis 1159 13.1 43% L fowa 1187 54.0¢% 42%
1 Tennessee 115.7 13.1 56.1% 9 Michigun 147 24,07 159%
11 Connecticut 14.1 12.5 10.1% 9 Muontana 1187 5407 17.1%
12 New Hampshire L6 113 388% 12 Hawaii 171 53.7% 1.0%
13 Geargia 1105 1.2 34.5% 13 Maine 108.6 520% 55%
14 Virginia 1104 1z 21 5% 13 Ohio W86 52.1% B.5%
15 Colorado 192 10,8 -160% 13 Texas K6 520% 59%
16 Califortin 108.7 0.6 -313% 16 Missours LT 52.0% 6H%
T Minncsoia 108.6 ine 1B.2% 17 West Viegina 1054 51.5% BO%
18 Delaware 1058 96 155% I8 Nonh Carolina LR 514% BY%
Oklahoma 1041 0.0 290.2% 19 Louisiang 1043 51 T8%
New Mexico 140 50 4% 20 New Yurk 103.7 51.2% RS
Vermont 1029 8.6 -50.2% 20 Oklahoma 103.7 51.2% I4%
Rhode Islarcl 120 8.3 Ti9% 20 Vermont 1037 512% 9.9%
South Carolina 1020 R2 186% 23 1Hinuis 1016 500.8% 6.3%
Pennsylvania 1006 7.8 42 5% 24 Utah tol.1 5th. 7% 4.0%
_Orepon 100.1 7.6 653% 25 Indiana 100.5 LG 74%
Louisiana 999 15 110.0% 26 Grzorgia WS S i03%
Florida %5 14 36% 26 VWyuming 99.5 S0 4F 11.3%
28 M tssauri 983 69 -26.6% 28 Alabama 919 50.1% 89%
L] Arizonn 97 67 =159% 28 Oregon 979 50 1% 19.0%
30 Arkansas 9.1 62 B0E 30 Alaska 96.3 49 8% 2%
k3| Wisconsin 96.0 6.1 715 30 Maryland 96.3 49.8% 129%
2 Washington 452 58 -39 1% 32 Kentucky 952 A6%: 1.6%
33 South Dakota 930 58 199.0% 33 Pennsylvania 91 4U4% -1.6%
34 Ohio w6 56 -21.6% 33 South Carolina 941 49.4% 199%
35 Maryland 93K 54 Bk Bl 35 Kansas 340 49.3% 0.6%
36 Indiana u3.3 5.2 ~23.5% 35 Washingion 93.0 492% 21%
37 Mississippi LIN] 44 36.5% ar Rhode [sfand 92.0 49.0% 15%
kS Michigan W9 43 11.7% 38 Virginia 914 A49% 1.2%
39 Kentucky 9.7 43 AT 19 Idaho 909 48 3% 3 i%
40 lowa 8R4 34 -525% 40 New Hampshire E9.8 48.6% 14.1%
41 Alabama 57.8 32 654% 41 Arizosa 203 48.5% 20.1%
42 Idabo 85.1 23 23% 42 Colorado 882 AR 3% 9.3%
43 Mainc AR 2.2 URE 42 Mussissippi 882 48.3% 4.3%
LE Nevada B2 20 -153% 41 Nevacla B2 48.3% 12.1%
45 Hawaii H33 1.7 10015 45 Tennessee B19 47.3% 9.5%
46 Montana H3.3 13 310 +6 Arkansas #8213 472% 1.3%
47 Nebraska 820 12 -294% 47 Florida Bl 47.0% 4%
44 West Virginia Ry a7 <B4 4% 47 New Jersey §1.3 470% 54%
49 Alaska 8.6 00 00% 49 New Mexico 7o 462% 65%
449 Wyoming 6 00 0.0% B Delawane 732 455% 1.1%

Three vear total of SBIC awards per 100 small firms. 2014

SBICs are private investiment companics supported and regulited by the
U.S. Small Business Administration. Their aim is 10 creale investment
pouls of risk capital in Jocal markets. One sign of entreprencuria) capital
dynamics is the extent to which small businesses successfully access this
pragram, The above table shows the awards given by SBICs over three
years in relation to the number of firms with less than 500 employees in
cach state.

Source: US. Small Business Administration

Midwest Performance, 2014
3-¥eur Total per L0

State Sl Flems Hink
Ulinvis 131 9
Wiscasin ol k]|
Ohicr 56 34
Indianz Sk 36
Michigan 43 »
l Michigan, 2011 - 2014 I
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Five-vear establishment survival rare, 2014

The long-term survival of a business reflects both the effective use of
internal and extemnal resources as well as o supportive business
environment, On average, businesses that survive five years have 2 much
higher chance of continuing for the long-haul. The above table shows the
share of surviving establishment relative to five years ago.

Sowrce: US. Bureaw of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2014

State Survival Rate Rank
Wiscansin 50 4% 3
Michigan 540% 9

Ohio 52.1% 13

IHinois S50 8% 23
Indiana 0% 15

Michigan, 2611 - 2otd
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ENTREPRENEURIAL CLIMATE

The broader business climate and institutional Rank State 2014 2012 2010
environment provide the foundation upon which 1 Hoae hi=aie REEAE AREEE RER
entrepreneurial activity grows. Elements of 2 California BEARE RERRE Rk
Entrepreneurial Climate include the general 3 Utah g p— [P
magnitude and effectiveness of investments in 4 New York P— ok ——
innovative aclivity, the availability of financial 5 Washingtan Wk S -
capital, and the general level of economic 6 Oregon P R ek
dynamism. 7 Colorado FTT:) Rk ek
8 North Carolina LA i **h
The Research and Innovation sub-index mainly g North Dakota -~ — oh
measures investment in and returns to innovative 10 Minnesola - . -
activity, whereas the Financial and Institutional 11 New Jarsey — I -
Capital sub-index takes a look at the actual cash 12 Texas A -
flow as well as institutional support for small firms 13 Rhode !sland o " oy
and startups. The General Business Growth sub- 14 South Dakota o o T
index captures the vitality and health of the 15 Minois - Wk ~
economy that supports entrepreneurial dynamism. 16 Ohio ) T -
17 Connecticut L LA i e
18 {daho Ak *kek sk
L L L2 Kok Axdokk
Midwest Performance ;g m:g;::: - - -
H sk *E ke
2014 2012 2010 a2 bt O
lllinois Hhk Lad) L 23 Michigan »kx T T
Ohio BEE dokk *% 24 Virginia P £ EE T
Wisconsin Hokk *% *i 25 Georgia - . n
Michigan sk Heskok ek 26 Arizona >k % ook
Indiana L i ok 27 Pennsylvania ** > LE
28 New Mexico i i WA
29 Delaware L) . L2
30 Tennessee ks ks wx
K| Indiana L L A
3z Oklzhoma L L1 .
33 Montana ah il L
34 Florida LLJ . =
a5 Vermont L o LEE
36 Iowa Bk aak Ak
a7 Kansas i) e b
as Nevada oL . e
ki) Nebraska S i o
40 Missouri o L L
41 Hawaii L e e
42 Louisiana e * *
43 West Virginia = . .
44 South Carolina . . .
45 Kentucky & * .
46 Maine . e bl
47 Arkansas . - .
48 Alaska * * e

49 Mississippi & e
50 Wyoming = e s
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RESEARCH AND INNOVATION

Mldmieit Performance Rank  State 2014 2012 2010
o o 2014 212 2010 1 Massachusetts BRERK REERE REkkR
Hlinois ook —— - 2 New Jersey - ...,.,,.T
Wisconsin st wk . : ﬂlarzland :::: *::: t:::
a

Mi":higan = - e 5 Minnesota Rk *hkk R
Ohio *& Aok el 6 Dregon ko *kk T
Indiana i ok o 7 . - - -
8 California www e LT ankk

9 West Virginia whk * -

10 Washinglon ok ) D

1 New Mexico wohok *nk P

12 Winois wkk _— -

13 Colorado ook - ~r

14 Vermont Kk Aok e

15 New Hampshire - S e

16 Rhede Island "k ok -

17 Wisconsin ok . e

18 North Dakota ke ohu -

19 Idaho "ok *Hx kk

20 Pennsylvania ok o -

21 Michigan ¥ *h -

22 Connecticut ok ok .

23 Alabama L ok -

24 North Carolina **x axx ek

25 Nevada *4 s *

26 Arizona o o -

27 Virginia *4 = .

28 Georgia ** - ok

29 lowa L1 *x P

30 Ohio e - b

N Montana *k =k %

32 Tennessee o * -

33 Kansas L - *

34 Indiana *h " -

35 Texas * K L 3 T

36 Delaware % e -

37 Florida L * *

38 Missouri * * -

39 Alaska * * *

40 Maine * * *%

41 Hawaii * * *

42 Nebraska * * *

43 Oklahoma * » *

44 South Carolina * * *

45 South Dakota * * "

46 Wyoming * * *

47 Kentucky * * *

48 Louisiana * * *

49 Arkansas » * .

50 Mississippi * * "
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UNIVERSITY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs

PATENTS PER INNOVATION WORKER

Spending per Change, 201 1- T'er 100,000 Change, 2011

Ronk _ Stale Score S100.000 GDI 2004 (%) Runk State Score Workcers 2014 (%)
50)-Stare Average 382 50-Sutte Average 212.4 27.0%

1 Maryland 1928 51,025 -31% 1 Idaho 1737 TIvn -50%
2 Rhode Island 1624 S811 -11.9% 2 Nevadn 161.3 627.0 552%
3 Massachusetts 155.4 5761 6.5% 3 Minnesota 511 559.1 19.4%
4 North Carolina 1300 1583 -54% 4 Californin 1463 5155 1%
5 Pennsylvania 118.6 $502 -8 7% 5 Vermont 1444 501.6 29.0%
6 Michigan 11748 $497 -H3% o New Jersey 1391 462.5 25.5%
T Utah 116.5 5487 A% ? Washington 1377 4524 8%
8 Wisconsin 1157 a2 -1t %% 8 Oregon 1321 0.6 2005
9 New Hampshire 1149 $476 -150% 9 Colorado 1147 2818 529%
10 lowa 111.8 S454 55% 10 New Harnpshine 12x? 2669 19.9%
1 New Mexico 110.3 844 51% 11 Michigan 1 548 263%
i2 Hawaii 1080 5424 -9.5% 12 Arizona Ho3 2490 114%
13 Connecticut 1069 S420 39% 13 linoils 108.5 254 21.3%
14 Tndiana 1058 412 -5.6% 14 Connerticut 1043 2339 53%
15 Montana 1054 3410 -15.7% 15 Delaware 1082 2334 -2.3%
16 Georgia 105.4 5309 -39% 16 Florida 1078 2304 28.0%
17 Alabama 105.4 09 -114% 17 Texas 106.6 212 28.7%
18 MNebraska 1045 $405 -28% 18 Utah 164 2203 14.5%
19 North Dakota 104.5 5403 -22B% 19 Maine 105.2 212 46 8%
i} Colorado 1043 $402 -17.1% 20 Ohio 103.9 w2 15.1%
21 New York 1043 3401 63% 21 Wyoming 1.7 199.8 55.6%
22 Mississippi 1029 5392 -17.0% el Massachusetts 10346 199.1 7.2%
k] Vermont {022 5387 -22.2% 23 Kansas 1023 189.2 20.9%
2 Tennessee LD0-8 $377 -2.1% 24 Wisconsin 1018 186.1 25.1%
25 Kansas 100.2 3372 04% 25 New York 1005 1764 19.5%
26 Ohio 998 $370 -133% 26 Indiana 995 168.6 32.0%
27 Missouri W7 5359 -15.0% 27 South Carulina 975 153.7 20.7%
28 Arizona K6 3369 S5.0% 28 Yirginia 973 1527 29%
29 California o94.9 5363 -10.1% 2 Georgia 972 E51.8 M4 B%
30 Washington 984 5360 -108% 3 Oklahoma 96.9 149.2 25.71%
3 South Carolina %62 $345 7% 3 lowa 96.6 1474 250%
3 Oregon 93.7 327 -11.2% kal North Carolina 949 1349 252%
33 linois 916 3312 2.8% 33 Pennsylvania 94,7 1334 21.6%
4 Delaware 9190 5308 -33% M Missouri [EE [E1IE] 48.0%
35 Alaskn 90.7 5306 -6.4% 35 Kentucky 932 1292 H.1%
36 Virginia B9.6 5208 -T4% 36 Tennessee 90 130 6.1%
37 Texns 89.5 5207 -139% EX) New Mexico 915 109.1 4%
33 Minnesolz B8.5 $291 -1.9% B South Dakota 9214 1089 402%
39 Kenucky 815 5243 -17.9% 39 Rhaode Island 89.3 934 22.5%
40 Florida B5.7 5271 -6.2% 40 Nebraska 88.7 B9.1 49.1%
41 Louisiana 849 5265 -120% 41 Arkansas B3.G 87.8 kil 3
42 West Virginia 82 5260 -13.9% 42 Montana #5.8 4.6 280%
43 Arkansas 802 §232 <0.0% 43 Louisiana 865 724 43.4%
44 South Dakota M5 529 9% M West Virginia 86.1 0.6 349%
45 Oklzhoma 9.8 $229 -166% 45 Alabama #5.6 65.7 432%
46 Maine 796 §227 -155% 46 Maryland 845 518 21.0%
47 Maho 9.0 $223 -In5% 47 North Dakota 841 547 21.9%
48 New Jersey 765 5206 -10.0% 48 Hawan BiD 46.5 3%
49 Wyoming 5318 SLI6 -12.5% 44 Mississippi #25 414 138%
50 Nevada 6338 5116 14,05 50 Alaska 80.5 216 60.6%

Research and development expenditures by universitics per $100,000 gross

domestic product, 2014

University or government-based R&D initiatives not only employ
tesearchers but provide technology transfer, spin off companies, and give
local businesses access to top talent and new knowledge. The above table

shows the amount of research and development expenditures performed at
unijversitics per $100.000 of gross domestic product.

Source: National Science Foundation

Midwest Performance, 2014

State
Michignn
Wisconsin

lodiana

Ohio
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14
2
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Number of putents per 100,000 innovarion workers, 2014

Patent activity signals an inventive economic base, which is key to wealth
and value creation in the innovation economy. The above table shows the
number of patents awarded 1o individuals or companies in each state per
100,000 innovation workers as defined by the metrics Physical Sciences
and Engincering Workers, Technology and Technician Workers, and Other
Innovation Workers,

Source: US. Patent and Trademark Office

Midwest Performance, 2014

State Fer 100,000 Workers Rank
Michigan 255 11
IHinois 235 13
Ohio 201 20
Wisconsin 186 A
Indiang 169 26

Michigan, 20112014
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PATENTS PER R&D DOLLAR UNIVERSITY LICENSES TO SMALL BUSINESSES
Pulcnls per $1 mill. Chunge, 2001- Licenses per Change, 2001+
Runk  Staie Scare R&D M%) Runk State Scige WL Firms 24 (%)
Si)-Snute Average 43 192% 5tk Stote Average 69)
1 Nevala 1887 1275 T6 9% | New Jerscy 25thiy 6269 -3 8%
2 Wyonung 1884 1272 75.3% 1 Morth Dakota 2500 18912 -19.8%
3 Vermont 1757 14.7 -3.3% 3 West Virginia 2023 114y 15183%
4 Idabwo 1339 735 12.5% 4 Oregon 1667 TIS RO AR
5 Minnesota 1272 6.8 129% 5 LUitzh 1406 493 57%
[ Ohlahoma 1242 639 19.6% 6 New Mesicn 1234 M6 el 2
7 Coloradn 1182 580 987 7 Maryland 12240 335 125%
B Flurida 1180 518 179% 8 Jawa 1203 320 A58%
9 Souh Carolina 116.6 564 56.2% L Massachuseits 120.3 30 50.3%
10 New York 153 552 1373 10 Montana 1200 37 205%
1 Texas 109.8 497 19.2% 1] Geurgia 1198 316 09%
12 Georgia 1083 482 204% 12 Pennsylvania 1193 kM| 32.4%
13 Wisconsin 1066 46.5 15.1% 13 Nebraska LI86 6 9.2%
14 Maine 063 463 6.8% 4 Tennessee L6l 284 479%
15 Louistina 105.6 456 A8.1% 15 Minnesola 1143 269 3%
16 Oregon 1054 454 04% 16 Arizoma 1130 257 36.1%
17 Tennessee 1053 453 -2.6% 17 North Carolina 127 255 -§.2%
18 California 1038 434 T6%: 18 Michigan w9 214 n.7%
19 South Dakola 1034 434 12% 19 New York 064 0 2%
20 Arkansas 134 434 313% 20 Indiana 105.6 194 -5.6%
2 Washington 1028 418 234% 21 Arkunsas 037 179 350%
22 Mottana 102.1 421 41.1% 22 New Hantpshire 103.6 178 51.8%
23 Kamsas 101.3 43 24% 23 Idabwo 1023 167 46.6%
24 Arizona 100.5 206 3% 24 Ohiin 1023 166 S 8%
5 Utzh 100.0 404 5.5% a3 Coloraida 100.8 154 -0.9%
20 COhio 1000 4.0 0.5% 26 Wisconsin 99,2 140 92%
pa) New THampshire 992 93 5.0% ks Texns o 139 19.7%
8 Kentucky 986 Kb 4.5% e} Washingeon L) 137 -524%
29 Wlinois 9715 REX 19.9% 20 Florida 987 136 187%:
30 liwa 474 315 19.1% 30 THlinois 918 128 9%
k]| Nebraska 9349 60 354% k1 Rhode Istnd 9140 122 012 E%
n Rhoude Island 955 356 363% 32 Delaware 9.7 118 438.4%
33 New Jersey 948 HY 45.1% kK] Kansas 8953 07 236.7%
k2 North Carolina 933 334 02% M Virginia 95.0 L) 0.6%
a5 Massachusetts 931 B2 58% 35 Missauri 948 103 -419%
36 Pennsylvania 91.) 313 8.0% 6 Alabama LR ] 100 452%
I Michigan we 30 3S% kY) Maine 9x3 81 -399%
38 Indiana HE3 RS 10.5% 38 Mississipm 912 n -14.5%
kb Virginia 874 276 465% 3 Vermont YO H Of 18 7%
40 Connccticut 873 216 37% 40 Lovisiana 9207 o7 -39.6%
a1 New Mexico 8.7 269 07% 4) Crliforia 899 6l -40.7%
A2 Hawaii 847 250 310% 42 Hawaii ED 6 58 9.1%
43 North Dakota B4 M6 2% 43 South Dakota 9.0 33 453 4%
44 West Virginia 825 28 19.8% a4 Oklahoma 885 19 -29.3%
45 Delaware TH2 186 S9% 45 South Carolina LA 48 49.3%
46 Missouri 6.6 170 56,4% 46 Kentucky 476 41 3N6%
47 Mississippt 763 167 17.5% +1 Conmecticut H1.3 3 19%
48 Alaska 76.2 164 B0 48 Alaska 857 % 295 19,
49 Alabama 7Y 143 27.6% a4 Nevala H30 2 50.5%
0 Maryland % i 16,45 50 Wyaming #2.8 n 0.0%
Nimitrer of putents per $1 mitlion research and development investment, Average mumtber of ficense and option relationships with stariups and small
2014 businesses per 100000 finns, 2014
Although patents issucd relate to the level of research and innovation 1 a Academic knowledge that is primarnily funided with tax dollars in the form of
region, the value derived from the innovations is also determined by the grants is converted back into more money and economic growth when the
eflectiveness at obtaining these patents. The above table shows the number successful research is licensed to firms for commercialization. The abave
of patents issued in the most recent year per $1 million of total research and fable gives the three-year average number of license and option relationships
development investment in each state. per 100000 firms with less than 500 employees.
Sonrce: US. Patent and Trademark Office Source: Association of University Technology Managers
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
Stule I':tml.i.':;li)ﬁ mill. Raak Stute l.lm.ml.-;_']:e“:;‘lﬂﬂqlulﬂ o
Wsiisn 47 13 Aliehigan 24 18
Ohia 1] M Indiana 194 X
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NSF PROPOSAL FUNDING RATE SBIR FUNDING RATE
Change, 2011- Change, 2009-
Raonk  State Score Funding Rate 20014 (%) Rank _ Swunie Scure Funding Rate 2012 (%}
50-State Average 22% 7% Str-Stute Average 150% 19%
1 Rhusde bsland 1377 HE 0% 1 Alaska 1546 3.0% 7100%
2 Minnesola 125.2 0% 20.0% 2 Oregon 1472 219% 455%
3 Wisconsin 1189 % 1.7% 3 New Hampshire 1340 243% S7%
4 California 1157 2% I8% 4 Norih Dakota 1218 208% 2125%
5 Calorado 126 26% 10% 5 Wisconsin 1208 20.6% 5.2%
5 Connecticut 1126 26% 182% 6 Massachusetts 1202 204% -T.8%
5 Litinais 126 26% B3% 7 Kansas nis 19.6% 0.0%
3 Maryland 112.6 26% B.3% 8 Washington 11639 19.5% -24%
9 Alaska 1094 2% -24.2% 9 Hlinois 114.8 18.9% -130%
9 Massachurerts 1094 2B3% -3.8% 10 Connecticut o 18.1% -133%
9 Michigan 109.4 25% 19.0% 1 Vermant 1095 174% 56.5%
9 New Jersey 1094 5% 19.0% 12 California 1093 174% 2%
9 LUtah 9.4 i 316% &) Minnesota 190 17.3% S 1%
g Washington 105.4 25% 19.0% 14 Montana 1089 172% 14.2%
13 Delaware 1063 2% 00% 15 New York 1087 172% -22.R%:
15 Maine 106.3 2% 200% 16 Ohio 1069 16.7% 60%
15 Montana 1063 MHE 500% 17 Pennsylvania 106.7 16.6% -58%
13 Nevada 106.3 4% T 4% 18 Alabama 106.6 16.6% -10.7%
15 New Yark 106.3 24% 4.3% 19 Colorado 1053 16.2% -260%
15 North Carolina 106.3 W% 2.1% 20 North Carolina 105.0 16.1% A%
15 Oregon 106.3 2% 43% 2 Vitginia 1049 16.1% 36%
15 Pennsylvanta 106.3 2% 43% el Hawaii 15 160% «5.8%
15 South Dakota 1063 2% 60.0% 3 Michigan [{IXN] 15.6% 202%
24 Hawaii 103.1 3% -11.9% 2 New Mexico 1022 154% -36.0%
ab] Genrgla 10400 2% 158% 25 Georpin 16010 15.0¢% -B.1%
25 Indiana 100.0 22% 158% 26 Missouri %o 145% 12%
25 lowa 100.0 2% 15.8% 2 South Daketa 983 143% 107.1%
25 New Hampshire 100.0 0 0.0% 28 New Jersey 982 14.3% -9.2%
29 Arizona 969 2% 5% 25 Maryland 96.6 13.8% -9 7%
29 Vermont 969 2% 16.7% ki) Oklahoma 962 13.7% 62%
k]| Oklahoma 937 W% 17.6% 31 Indiana 96.2 137% -19.4%
31 Tennesice 937 X 53% a2 Mdaho 954 135% 205%
31 Virginta 937 0% - 8% 33 Florida 950 13.3% 95%
H Louisiana 90.6 19% 18.8% M Rhode Island 94.1 13.1% 29 7%
34 New Mexico 90.6 19% -13.6% 35 Texas 4.1 13.1% -1L1%
34 Texas 50.6 19%: 11.3% 36 Arkansas 928 127% A29%
34 Wyoming %0.6 19 240% 37 West Vieginia 908 122% S314%
38 Florida 874 13%: 12.5% 38 South Camolina BE99 11.9% -353%
38 Kentucky 874 18% 20.0% 39 lowa B93 11.8% 0A8%
38 Missour 8§74 18%: -5.3% 40 Delaware E86 11.6% -27.6%
38 Nebraska 874 18% -5.3% 4} Kentucky 872 11.2% -8.1%
42 Kansas B4.3 17% -190% 42 Utah BS 8 10.8%: -470%
42 Ohio B43 17% 00% 43 Arizona B3.6 10.7% 27.1%
42 South Carolina 843 17% 00% 44 Louisinna BS5.1 10.6% 114%
45 Arkansas 811 16% 0.0% 45 Maine 810 10.0% 56 9%
45 Idatio 81) 16% -11% 46 Mississippi 762 8.1% -56.2%
47 Alabama 780 15% 53 47 Nevada 75.1 7.3% -60 0%
47 North Dakota 780 15% T.01% 48 Nebraskz 700 6.4% -58.2%
49 West Virginia 4.8 14% 0% 49 Tenneasee 684 59% J23%
50 Mississippi 68.6 12% -H0% 50 Wyoming 587 A% B59%
Share of National Science Foundation proposals funded, 2014 Share of SBIR Phase [ proposals funded, 2012
The NSF is the premier source of research grant funding in the U.S. Grant A measure of success in small business financing is the success rate of
topics closely correlate with Michigan’s technical core compelencies and submitted proposals. The above table shows the proportion of Phase |
industrial strengths (i c., Adv. Manufacturing, Materials & Electronics). SBIR proposals that were funded in each state in the most current year.
NSF funding indicates strong academic and research institutions and a
state’s interest and capacity to support technology-related business
development. The above table shows the rate of NSF proposals funded in
each state.
Source: National Science Foundation Source: SSTI Weekly Digest
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2012
State Funding Rate Rank \V'smm r F““"”(‘]ﬂé{;me “nsﬂk
. B isconsin 206%
¥ sconsin byl : Hinos I89% 9
2 Ohia 16.7% 16
o) o i Michigan 156% 3
Ohio V7% n Indiana 13.7% 3l
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UNIVERSITY ROYALTY/LICENSE INCOME

Royaltles per $1 Change, 2011-

Rank Stule Score nmill. GLOP 2004 (%)
J0-State Average 23768 H90 4%

1 Dlassachuseles 250.0 S1ABI2 2%
| West Virginia 2500 $2.804.1 42905 7%
3 New York 2182 5146 8%
4 linois [Laky) 511702 237%
5 Utah 1924 11652 41.0%
[ New Jersey 160 3 $A143 191.1%
) Minpesola 1480 3679.5 302%
] Wisconsin [E2X 3635.6 -4 8%
9 Pennsylvania 1268 S84 101 2%
1 California 1268 S448.1 J11%
n New Hampshire 1i44 53124 69.6%
12 Washinglon 139 53069 -51.5%
13 North Carolina 1108 2128 643%
14 Tennessee 1103 3261.6 61.7%
15 Kansas 110.2 52663 3409%
16 Nebraska 1069 $330.2 -103%
7 Oregon 105.5 52054 A%
18 Colorado 185.1 32110 227%
19 Tawa, 1049 52089 -120%
0 Texas 1028 1354 13.6%
2| Souwth Dakota 1023 51802 129.9%
22 Ohiv 1021 ST 7 3%
3 Maryland 104 $1608 T0%
2] Georgia 1.5 $160.2 329%
A 25 Missouri 100.4 $159.5 Q8%
20 Louisiana 9.6 S150.5 212%
27 Florida 985 51386 287%
2% Michigan 984 $1373 2%
el tvorth Drakota Y7.6 $1284 -139%
n Indiana 969 Sinz 204%
3t Rhode Eslnmd 96 1 $122 506.7%
i Alabama 05.2 s027 2.3%
3 Maine 95 1004 36.8%
k2 Kentucky 929 §71.6 1072%
35 Oklahoma 92.2 $100 69 9%
36 New Mexico 913 £59.4 -45 6%
37 Virginia 905 551.5 -31.6%
kL Vermont 90.2 8484 750%
39 Idaho B9.6 $41.7 1782%
40 South Carlina 893 380 -33.2%
41 Arizona 9.2 5313 329%
12 Montana 88.5 S298 351%
43 Arkonsas 883 $274 235%
Lo Delaware 8.6 S19.0 1%
45 Mississippi 873 SI6.3 9%
46 Connecticut 872 SI48 41.1%
47 Hawaii 865 578 S 9%:
a8 Nevada 86.D 5.5 -533%
49 Alaskn #59 $0.5 2%
50 Wyoming 858 300 00%

Average geeess rovalty and license income per $1 mitlion gross domestic
product, 2014

Research universities can be themselves entrepreneurial by capturing the
value added from proprictary discoveries. The percent of a ugiversities
annual budget that is derived from royalty and licensing income is a key
measure of 1s successful iechnology transfer and links 10 entreprencuriait
businesses and impact on the local econorty. The above table shows the
three year average gross income per 3E million of gross domestic produc.
Sonrce: Associution of University Techinology Managers

Midwest Performance, 2014
Income per $1 mill.

State GDP Runk
Hhimeis $1.1702 4
Wisconsin 0156 H
Ohin s1777 a0
Michigon $137.3 Pt
Incleana $1212 £

Michigan, 2011 - 2014

ENTREPRENEURIAL PROGRAMS/CURRICULA*

Nitinher of Clange, 2011.

Runk State Score rogroms 2004 {Abs.)
S50-Stuere Average 1 i

1 New York {nfa) [ I
ad Elinwis {na) 5 I
2 Texas (n/a) 5 -1
4 Mlassachusens {n/a) 4 |
] Califomia {nfa) 3 |
5 Missouri (nfa) 3 -1
5 Pennsylvania {nfa) 3 o
5 Uah (nfa) 3 ]
9 Arizona {nfa) 2 [1]
49 Michigan {n'n) X I
9 North Carolina () 1 1]
b Ohio {nfa) e [}
9 Oklahoma {(nu) 2 =3
9 Washington (niu) 2 |
13 Flonda () I [
15 Kentucky {nfa) ] )
15 Maryland {nfa) 1 =l
15 Virginia {n/a) 1 4]
149 Alabama (nu) 0 4
19 Alaska (nfa) 0 i)
19 Arkamsas {n/a) 0 {
19 Colorado (nu} ] 3]
14 Conneeticut ina) 0 4]
19 Delaware (nfa) 0 [}
] Georgia {n'a) 1] {
19 Hawari (na) 0 1§
L] Telaliy {a} 0 o
19 Indiana (a) 0 ]
19 Towa ina) 0 i}
L] Kansas () 0 &
L] Lesuisiana {na} 0 -t
19 Maine (wa) 0 L]
14 Minnesota inan) 0 f
v Mississippi (na 0 [}
19 Montana {na} 0 43
L] Nebraska () 0 {
1] Nevada in'a) 0 1]
I8 New [{ampshire () 0 [¢]
19 New Jersey (') 0 43
19 New Mexico {n/a) 0 [}
19 North Dakata {n'n) 0 {)
19 Oregon (nn) 0 4]
19 Rhode 1slaned {n/a} 0 [t}
19 South Carolina (nfu) 0 0
19 South Dakota {nfu) 1] 4]
19 Tennesses {nfa} 0 -1
19 Vermont (n'a) 0 i}
9 West Virginia {n'a) 1] 1]
19 Wisconsin (n'm) 0 0
19 Wyinming {(na) 0 0

Top 50 entreprenenrial pragrams or curricula, 2004

A dynamic innovation cconomy does not only need workers with scientific
and 1echnical skitls, but leaders and managers. Universities and colleges
have seen the increasing need to provide these future entrepreneurs with the
right knowledge to survive in today’s economy. The above table shows the
number of top 30 programs according to EntrePoint's Top Entreprencurship
Colleges. * Not included in subdriver/driver calculutions

Source; Entreprenenr Magazine

Midwest Performance, 2014

State Mumlier of Prograos Hank
1iknus 5 a2
Michigan X L
Ohiu 2 B
Indizna 0 19
Wiscansin L [

Michigan, 2011 -2014
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INDUSTRY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Empowering Michlgan Entrepreneurs

FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Spending per Change, 2010- Spending per Change, 2010-

Rank  Sinte Score $100.000 GRT 2003 (%) Rank _ Sute Score $100.000 GO 23 (%)
H)-State Average 51645 3-State Average s6316 24.7%

1 Catifornia 139.4 54,612 20.5% I Maryland 2500 34,5980 9.0%
2 Massachuseits 1373 54,440 t1.2% 2 New Mexico 2500 SA.767.0 -52%
k] Delaware 135.3 54275 12% 3 Alabama 2345 524228 229%
4 Washington 1352 $4.264 -3.1% 4 Virginia 170.1 514259 -33.6%
5 Michigan 1336 54,130 144% 5 Massachusetts 161.3 12840 -41.3%
6 Connecticut 1215 $3.617 15.7% 6 Colordo 1541 L1770 30 1%
7 New Hampshire 1247 53343 12% 7 Connecticut 1339 $1019.3 8.0%
B Oregon 121.5 $3.116 19.9% 8 Rhwde [skand 1370 50126 -32R%
Y Missouri 119.6 51957 {n/a) 9 Arizona 1338 £862.4 -37.4%
10 New Jersey 1193 52034 00% 0 Washington E325 58433 -21.9%
1 Utah 1144 §1.520 234% 1" California 1253 57312 -47.2%
12 Minnesota 1129 £2393 10% 12 Tenmessee 125.2 57303 -12.0%
13 Idaho 1123 §1351 £.3% 13 Utah 122.0 $680.6 -52.8%
14 Indiana 1117 52,296 172% 14 ldaho 1183 $623.) -27.6%
15 Arizona HE6 §2.207 152% 15 Mississippi 1133 55454 23.6%
10 IMlinnis 108.3 52013 =23 16 Pennsylvania 113 $514.7 -393%
17 Nonh Carolina 108.3 52001 250% 17 Hawaii 108.0 $4634 -194%
IR Pennsylvania 106.7 S| 882 5.4% 18 Nevada 107.6 $456.7 43.7%
19 Colerado 1057 51,794 29% 19 New Hampshire 1059 $431.2 -227%
20 Maryland 1055 $1.781 0.5% i Ohio 1059 4310 -48.0%
21 Wisconsin HH A $1.683 5% 21 Michigan 1452 $420.1 -353%
22 Wertnot 1641 51.656 19.3% 22 Missouri 1028 $382.3 -14.9%
i3 Ohio 1038 51,631 247 23 North Carolina 1024 53766 -26.1%
24 Ransas 1032 51,583 153% 24 Vermont 101.1 53570 -313.6%
25 Towa 100.8 51384 -11.5% 25 New York 1002 53433 -26.5%
26 Rhode Island 993 $1,251 -1 4% 26 Texas %R 53341 -39.2%
27 Virginia 986 $1.203 -1L7% 27 lowa 998 83360 -47.4%
28 Texas 915 51110 -15.2% 28 Alaskn 90 $3138 -21.6%
29 Georgia 96.4 S1014 -1.8% 29 New Jersey 98.8 83283 -443%
30 New York 06.4 $1.013 -3.0% X Hilinais 958 S32E.1 S20.1%
k]| Alabama 958 5965 A.7% 31 Montana 043 53128 -16.1%
32 Florida 942 5830 20% R Maine 982 53111 -l4%
33 Kentucky 94.1 3820 24.5% 33 Minncsota 978 5305.8 221 4%
34 Maine 935 3776 36.1% M Flarids 96.5 52850 -33.7%
a5 New Merico 932 5750 -12.8% 35 Oregon 947 $2582 -26.4%
35 Soath Camlina 922 S668 -30.4% 36 Geurgia 940 52475 -129%
» Nebraska 92,1 5653 Ry 37 West Virginia 937 52429 -48.6%
38 Tennessec 9wy $558 0.5% 38 Wisconsin 929 $229.7 -26.6%
39 West Virginia 90.5 5519 19.4% » Indiana 924 §222.6 -16.3%
40 North Dakota 902 $499 -35.7% 40 South Carolina 921 52179 -45.6%
41 Nevada 8948 $466 -31.5% 41 Delaware 0.0 51846 -17.7%
42 South Dakea 892 414 160% 4 Nebraska #9.9 51834 -29.8%
43 Hlawaii B85 5366 -258% 43 North Dakota 89.4 51754 -4B.2%
44 Oklohoma 883 539 -11.3% “ Kentucky B89 51671 -34%
45 Arkansas 476 5279 -T6% 45 Kansas 88.7 Si6dd -39.5%
46 Monana 873 5252 ~45.8% 46 Oklahoma 8717 $148.7 41.3%
47 Mississippi g2 5245 -2 4% 47 Arkansas 872 51412 -17.7%
48 Louisiana 86.2 S161 -22.5% 48 South Dakota 862 $126.7 -34.6%
49 Alaska BS54 598 A2.8% 49 Louisiana 853 sH23 -20.6%
50 Wyoming B52 b 1) -30.6% il Wyoming B4 $98.6 B1%

Indusiry research and development expenditures per $100,000 GDP, 2013

The fruits of Jocal industry R&D investmeals ofien become evident only
afier many years, but they are esscntial to the long-term compeltitiveness
and provide spillover effects to smaller firms that might not have the

resources 1o conduct their own research. lndustry R&D is also an indicatar
of the prevalence of scientists and researchers in the stale, The above 1able
shows total R&D performed by the industrial sector per $£00,000 of GDP.

Source: Netional Science Foundarion

Midwest Performance, 2013
Spending per $100,000

State

Michigan
Tndiana
Ilinusis

Wisconsin

Ohio

$3400
33000 |
84500 |
Hm |

|
83000 |

|
2w

EERare —

GDP
54,130
§1296
2013
$1.683
51,631

Michigan, 2010-2013

Rank

I
1]
ed

]
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Federal research and development funding per $100,000 GDP, 2013

Over 70 percent of U S, Patents are based on publicly funded research.
Federal funds can provide opponunities for innovation where the private or
academic sector support is lacking or where a public benefit is at stake. The
level of federal research grants to a state is a strong indication of its ability
(o achieve robust entrepreneurial dynamism. The above table shows total
federal R&D funding per $100.000 of gross domestic product,

Source: National Science Foundation

Midwest Performance, 2013

Spending per $100,.000
State Gop Rank
Ohio $43) i}
Michigan 5420 2
Mircis $321 30
Wisconsin $230 38
Indiana §223 39
:_ Michigan, 26010-2013 N
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FINANCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL CAPITAL

Midwest Performance Rank  State 2014 2012 2010
1 Massachusells aokdkk wARR kR
Ohio 231: 221::: 2212 2 Califomia A T LI L]
Wisconsin *ok Sk ok 3 Utah Redn dkkd -
lllinois ** * " 4 Rhode Island LT -
Michi n #hk ook 5 North Carolina BERE ARE -
oo 6 Colorado HRE REE -
e ’ - * 7 Alabama T LI ST -
8 Chio T T o
2 Connecticut *kk ok *or
10 Virginia ek hEk ok
1 New Hampshire ] " P
12 South Dakota ook ek ok
13 New York xx - r
14 Delaware *kn ok -
15 Washingion Wk KRk ook
16 Maryland R kk nn
17 Georgia *a *# -
18 Wisconsin kR ——
19 New Mexico *k *¥% o
20 Pennsylvania - o ok
21 lingis % e -
22 Texas ok E23] frem
23 Oklahoma T Awe w
24 Arizona o ¥ %
25 QOregon »x »e .
26 Michigan ok kR -
27 MNew Jersey o . .
28 Minnesola ** e *
29 Tennesses L] ok .
30 Florida * *x *
3 Vermont e * .
32 Missouri L1 " o
33 Hawaii o > .
34 Louisiana *k * «
35 Mississippi P o
36 Indiana * " _—
37 Kentucky * *x =
38 Kansas * *
38 Idaho * *
40 Nebraska * *
41 North Dakola * » "
42 South Carolina * * *
43 Montana * % e
44 lowa * * -
45 Maine x * *
46 West Virginia * o *
47 Arkansas * * «
48 Nevada * x *
49 Wyoming * * *ok
50 Alaska * * *

Empowering Michigan Entrepransurs



SEED/EARLY STAGE VENTURE CAPITAL

Financing per Change, 2011-

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs

EXPANSION/LATER STAGE VENTURE CAPITAL

Flrancing per Change, 2011

Rank _ State Score $1.000 GDI 2004 (%) Rank ___ Siate Score $1.,000 GDP 2004 (%)
50-Sntte Average 3.7 FI5 4% Si-State Average $8.7 A7 0%

- California 2500 $44.36 503% 1 California 3500 sa2.0 59.6%
1 Massachusetts 250. 55505 233% 3 Massachusens 250.0 $524 300%
3 Washington 181 S14.65 970% 2 Utah 250.0 362.1 527.8%
4 Connecticut 1613 51167 596.2% 4 New York 17ty 8253 64.5%
5 New Hampshire 159.2 SIt3d 231.3% 5 Washington 1545 5204 118.9%
[ New York 1512 S10.08 262% & Rhode [skand 1525 S195 76.0%
7 Florida 1419 $8.61 583.2% 7 Vermont 138.1 $152 4715%
8 Ninois 1324 s7.12 106.0% B Connecticwt 136.8 5148 10} 8%
9 Culorado 126.5 56.17 -61.5% 9 Colorado 133.6 $139 -17.7%
10 Marylancd 1208 $5.28 133.7% 10 Virginia 123.4 5109 -17.9%
1 Pennsylvania 1188 52 96 364% 1 Minnesola 1201 599 60.0%
12 Rhoxde Island 1184 490 58.7% 12 Arizam 1149 583 -M1LE%
13 Georgia 1166 .61 157.8% 13 Ninois 1118 5§74 -33%
it Uiah 1133 $4.10 -61 6% 14 Pennsylvania 1118 574 90%
15 New Jersey 1133 H 17.7% 15 Teaas 1082 563 ~-H1.9%
16 Vemont H12.8 5401 -21% 16 Oregon 1079 $6.3 54%
17 Minnesota 1106 $3.67 -190% 17 Maryland 1065 559 -60.1%
18 Nevada 1062 $196 0164% 18 New Hampshire 106.6 350 -28 6%
19 Tenncssce 1029 244 146 9% 19 Georgia 4.2 5.1 -43.0%
20 Michigan 1022 $233 1311% 0 Missouri 102.4 4.6 -17.1%
21 Virginia 1m2 5218 9197 21 Florida 1022 545 26.6%
22 Texas 1009 2.4 =125% 22 North Carofina 102.1 4.5 -0
k] Ohio 1004 $205 22% i Maine 1003 40 -31.6%
) North Carolina 1002 5203 -31.9% H Michigan 100.1 39 321.1%
25 Louisiana 100.0 5199 564.7% 25 New Jersey 100.0 %39 -364%
26 Oregon 1000 S1.99 120% 26 Delaware 100.0 539 3%
27 Arizona o190 $1.66 216 9% 27 Kansas 08.5 534 51.6%
28 New Mexico 874 5166 -81.8% 28 Tennessee 979 $3.3 42%
29 Missouri 9.7 sL.62 2225% ey South Carolina 078 532 3468%
30 Nebraska 96.6 $l44 100.0% 30 Ohio 56,9 3.0 15.6%
H Kentucky 948 S1.17 97.5% 31 South Dakota 95.7 $29 21656.7%
32 Detaware 436 5097 -59 8% 32 Wisconsin 937 20 -1.2%
33 fewa 934 %194 823% 33 Nebraska 929 518 100.0%
34 Oklahoma 914 $0.63 1278.1% kS New Mexico 910 515 -528%
35 Wisconsin 91.1 $0.58 92.4% 35 North Dakota 91.6 514 100.0%
36 Kansas 91.1 50.57 -T4.5% 36 Idaho 90.8 $12 -33.6%
37 South Carolina 909 $0.56 42 3% 37 Inuliana 90.5 $L1 -719.5%
38 Indiana 2.9 5039 -70.0% K} Nevada 0.5 1158 -152%
39 Idaho B84 50.16 100.0% 39 Alabama 82.0 50.6 L66.6%
40 Arkansas B8.3 50.14 100.0% 40 lawa 88.2 S04 -92 6%
41 Nonh Dakotn 8.1 $0.10 I1.1% 41 Arkansas Ly i) 50.2 100.0%
42 Hawaii 878 $0.06 100.0% 42 Hawaii E7.6 02 -71.8%
43 Alabama 876 5003 100 0% 43 Oklahoma B7.6 502 100.0%
44 Alaska 74 $0.00 09% 44 West Virginia B1.5 $02 100.0%
44 Maine 874 .00 - 100 0% 45 Kentucky 813 50.1 ~38.4%
E23 Mississippi 874 $0.00 0.0% 46 Mississippl 87.1 $0.1 100 0%
H Montana 874 50.00 -l00.0% 47 Louisiana R7.0 500 -T10%
H South Dakota 874 $0.00 -100.0% 48 Alaska 165 00 0.0%
44 West Virginia 874 $0.00 -1000% 48 Montana 869 00 0.0%
44 Wyoring 874 50,00 00% 48 Wyoming 869 500 0.0%

Seed and early stage venture capital financing per $100,000 of gross
domestic produci, 2014

Venture capital is focused on high-risk, high-return investments. As an
indicator of how new discoveries guickly find their way into innovations
and prototypes, attention has turned to seed and start-up financing. The
above table shows the total value of seed/startup and early stage venture
capital funding for in-state prajects per $100.,000 of private GDP.

Source: PriceWaterhouseCoopers

Midwest Performance, 2014
Finuncing per $100,008

State GDP Rank
INinois 571 8
Michigun $23 20
Ohio $21 23
Wisconsin 50.6 35
Indiana 04 38
. Michigan, 2011 -2014
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ExpansionfLater stage ventire capital financing per $100,000 of private
gross domestic producr, 2014

Only about 3.000 U.S. smali businesses per year receive venture capital,
and funding focuses largely on two sectors: information technology and
health care. States with small business growth other than in these sectors
tend to score relatively low on this metric. The above table shows the total
value of expansion and later-stage venture capital funding for in-state
projects per $100.000 of private GDP.

Source: PriceWaterhouseCoopers

Midwest Performance, 2014

Financing per 51,000
State GDP Runk
Tltinois 74 13
Michigan 539 4
Ohio $30 30
Wisconsin 20 32
Indiana LR 37
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IPO FINANCING SBIC FINANCING
Jeyear total per Change, 2011- Per $100,000 Small Chatigte, 2011-
Rank __ Siale Score $HK.000 GDI 2014 (%) Runk___ Stale Score Husiness Payroll 0014{%)
S50.8tnie Average 364 ¥I9% Sir-State Average 34 1499%
1 Rhode Esland 300 $63.6 100.0% 1 Utah 140.6 sL08y 91.0%
x Connecticul 1657 $228 2120% 2 Colorado 136.8 $1.025 873%
k] Colorailo i54.1 5194 24 5% 3 Nuorth Carvlina 128.7 3886 81.6%
k) California 145.6 sinYy 201.0% 4 Georgin 128.4 881 172.1%
5 Texas 1431 $162 o 3% 5 Massacluisents 1263 $845 31.2%
f New Jersey 1429 siGc 178.3% [ Vermont 126.00 S840 61.7%
T Massachusetts 1289 5124 479% 7 Mingesota 1202 s12 2371 0%
B Pennsylvania 1255 SIt 230 4% B Tennessee 143 $735 175 9%
L Narth Carolina 227 $103 93.1% 9 South Dakota 1IR3 0 067.2%
10 Arizona 121.0 07 165,1% 10 Connecticut 1158 So67 5T 8%
11 Virginia 12000 595 TS0 1] Texas 1148 S651 Na%
12 New Yok 1135 5746 266.3% 12 New Jersey 4.7 3048 75.6%
3 Michigun 134 $.5 H39% 13 Florida 12 3623 A8 A%
14 Kansas e sl 0 0%: 14 New York 120 603 471 7%
15 Souh Dakota 1188 $7.1 7% 15 Ilipois 15 5593 151 6%
16 Indeana 7R 559 12.0% 16 California 114 574 71.2%
17 Lieah 106.7 55.6 14.0%: 17 Pennsylvania TR $530 08 3%
15 Oklaliyma 104.1 L33 ] -4 8% 8 Masour 1050 <2 20%
12 Georgia 3.4 5.6 15.1%: 1y Oregon 47 477 6232%
n ldabuy 1028 S5 100.0%: 0 Alabama 1039 464 206 1%
2i Wisconsin (iR 514 104 3% 21 Laoutsiana 3y 463 272%
22 Nebraska 1023 543 528 4% 2 New [lanpshine 103.2 5452 1220%
»A] Maryland 01,5 s -18.0%: 3 South Carolina 1028 S445 -A8%
14 Flutda 101.5 341 3% H Rhxnde Island 1021 $413 9.3%
k] 11tinuis 1002 ! 37 -15.0% 25 Wisconsin 101.1 p il 85 3%
% Tennessee YR 336 B54% 26 Michigan 589 $378 1289%
n Washingtan 95 332 84.6% a7 Kansas 97.6 5356 1233%
2R Ohio 9.1 $31 145.0% 28 Arizona 971 $348 -39.45%
2 Missouri 959 525 102 5% 2 Virginia 90.7 5341 WA
3 Mew Hampshire g5 K 24 100.0% ] ‘Wushington 9.7 M 173 3%
3 Nevadla Y34 240 100.0% 3 Ohiv 96.1 5330 531
e Minnesita 9225 515 41.1% 32 Kentucky Y34 313 41 4%
33 Louisiana 921 14 100.0% 3 lowa 930 278 3265%
33 South Camolina 9.7 s12 100 0% H Ireliann 428 5274 T49%
35 Town 914 L1 BLOH% 35 Oklahoma 432 $263 42 9%
36 Alabama 205 S09 10¢H0% 36 Delaware EIEL 5244 T5.9%
37 Oregon 88.2 02 1010% kY Maine L] 242 241.3%
38 Alaska 15 00 05 38 Maryland 199 $225 49%
kL] Arkansas 815 00 08¥R 39 New Mexico LA $195 587 9%
38 Delaware R1S5 0o LAY 4 Nevada 5.0 $193 -53.3%
kL] Elnwaii RS s [LEL 41 Mississippi 877 SI87 ATH®
38 Kentucky K15 00 ~100.0% 42 liahn 874 S183 1668 9%
K] Maine 815 040 DAE 43 Nebraska 857 $154 9%
34 Mississippi #7.5 0.0 nO%: 4 West Virginia 815 SIS 5.5%
38 Montana 875 S04 000 45 Arkunsas BIY S108 -32.6%
38 New Mexico R15 0.0 0.0% 46 North Dakots 815 $d1 -410%
34 Narth Dakota K75 04 0.0% 47 Muntuna BT 567 5313.9%
38 Vermant B1.5 SO0 0.0% 48 Hawais ™35 47 -69.7%
34 West Virginia a75 00 0.0% 49 Alaska 07 0 00%
kL Wyoming 875 o =1000%: 49 Wyoning 67 R0 00%
Three-vear towl of initial public offerings per $100.000 gross domestic Three-vear towal of SBIC finencing per 3100,000 of sl business payrodl,
praduct, 2004 2014
Aw initial public offering (IPQ) occurs when a firm decides to sell stocks to Small3Business Investment Companies (SBIC) atre private investment
the general public. Companies that go public tend 1o have established a companies supported and regulated by the U.S. Small Business
pood performance track record and therefore reflect successful new and/or Administration, Their aim is to create investment pools of risk capital in
improved products or prucesses. Although IPO pumbers tend 1o be small, local markets, One sign of emreprencurial capital dynamics is the SBIC's
they provide a good indication of business growth. The above table shows level of Anancing. The above table shows SBIC lunding over three years in
1POs accumulzated over three years as a share of the state’s most recent each state relative to the annval payroll of firms with < 500 employces.
GDP. Sonrce: Renaissance Capiiel Sonrce: US. Smeall Business Association
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
" 3-Yeur Todal per ) S Per STHRLMNE Small
St SHNLL00 GDD — State hustness Payral) LI
Michigan $75 1 linois $597 15
T 539 i Wisconsin $46 25
Wiscomn 544 2 Michipan $378 Ny
Elinees 17 5 Ohin £330 3l
Ghie 531 B Inchzamin 274 M
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SBIR FINANCING
Ter $100,000 small Change, 2011-
Rank __ Stae Scare business pavroll 2014 (%)
50-Stare Average 52279 B.6%
1 Massachusetts 1940 $966.8 -163%
2 New Hampshire 1752 SBO5.0 213%
3 New Mexico 1516 $653.4 -114%
4 Maryland 1487 §576.3 6%
5 Colorado 146.1 $553.7 -2L5%
f Virginia 1379 $4830 -14.3%
1 California 1306 $4202 26%
H Alabarna 126.7 SIH6.6 -120%
9 Oregon 1247 $369.8 S23%
10 Delaware HEY 53193 26.3%
H Montaa 1178 $3095 6.6%
12 Vermant 1170 $303.0 4.5%
13 Lzh 1168 $301.1 12%
14 Ohio 1143 $2795 -85%
15 Arizoma 1133 52708 -169%
16 Rhoxde Istand 1130 $268,1 37.8%
17 Hawaii 119 $250.1 15%
18 Narth Carolina 114 §258.1 -1.7%
19 Pennsylvania 109.0 52339 54%
20 Washington 1072 52183 -16.3%
21 Connecticut 1050 51999 -252%
22 Michigan 1019 19 250%
23 Minnesola 101.8 51718 53%
4 Wisconsin 1014 $1689 -19.6%
25 New Jersey 1004 $160.1 -24 9%
26 Arkansas 9.6 SI528 4.7%
27 Kentucky 946 Sl 21.6%
24 New York 98.5 51415 -20.3%
o] Georgia 979 $1383 19.6%
o Florida P 51350 3%
H Texas 975 S139 51%
2 Indiana 970 51302 -B.5%
33 Idaho 948 $113 -165%
M INlinois 943 5107.2 H59%
35 Nevada 937 S1024 28.2%
36 Tennessee 925 592.1 -19.3%
37 Wyoming 923 580.7 -32.7%
38 Missouri 921 SBE4 -78%
19 Nebraska 921.1 SBR.) -99%
40 South Carolina 919 S86.6 -26.2%
41 towa 919 5863 2B 9%
42 Kansas 917 5846 742%
43 Muinc 907 5764 -433%
43 Oklahoma 50.2 5716 -252%
45 South Dakota BO4 $65.3 56.4%
46 West Virginia B75 5483 -559%
47 Alaska B6S 5307 -15.5%
48 North Dakota #6.0 5358 -69.6%
49 Louisiana B5.4 $306 -26.9%
50 Mississippi 822 510 93.7%

Three-vear total of SBIR financing per $100,000 of gross domestic product,

2014

The federal Smali Business Innovation Research program provides grants

1o small firms to conduct commercially viable R&D of breakthrough

technology innovations, products, and processes. The above table gives the

total value of SBIR funding accumulated over three years in each state
proportional to the annuat payroll of firms with less than 500 employees.

Source: US. Small Business Administration

Midwest Performance, 2014
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STTR FINANCING
Per $100,004 smull Change, 2011~
Rank  State Score business payroll 2004 (%)
30-Stare Average $30 %
1 Massachusetts 1767 L6} 21%
2 New Mexico 1667 §91 55%
3 Alabama 164.4 589 3%
4 New Hampshine 1514 §75 5%
5 Virginia 1359 $60 1%
] Colorado 1331 §57 23
7 Delaware 130.8 $55 -6%F
& Maryland L1301 54 -5
9 Oregon 1299 854 -14%
10 Arizona 1220 846 -12%
1 Usah 118.0 $42 4%
12 California 170 L33 -9%
13 North Carolira 1168 40 10%:
14 Kentucky 1161 $40 -18%
15 Connectici 1.1 $35 49
16 Georgia 1103 534 k)l 3
17 Wyoming 1080 53 =17%
18 Chio 1072 $31 4%
19 Montana 106.7 530 3%
20 Tennessee 103.1 $26 119%
2l South Carolina 102.6 326 31%
22 Arkansas 1025 326 4%
ek Wisconsin 101.8 $25 7%
24 Washington 1015 525 -26%
25 Oklahoma 100.4 524 BI%
26 Pennsylvania 99.6 23 5%
27 North Dakota 993 $23 100%
28 Hawaii 59.0 522 -53%
29 Michigan 97.1 $20 -49%
30 Minnesota 96.7 $20 2%
k]| IHinois 965 520 %
32 Nebraska 965 20 0%
3 Kansas 9.1 s19 A%
M New York 951 518 -1%
35 Texas 950 SI8 -171%
36 New Jersey 94.5 Si8 17%
a7 ldaho 939 517 12%
38 Florida 939 517 -11%
39 Indiana 91.6 $15 -30%
40 lowa 898 L 1x] 46%
41 Rhude Island 887 s12 -85%
42 West Virginia 878 Si1 -28%
43 Missouri 87.3 -] -52%
44 Mississippi 873 510 -26%
45 Nevada 872 $10 14%
46 Maine 850 $8 Y%
&7 Vermont 824 56 4%
48 South Dakota 804 54 171%
49 Louisiana 77.6 sl -83%
B Alsska 769 50 0%:

Three-year total of STTR financing per $100,000 of small business payroll,
2014

The federal Small Business Technology Transfer program provide grants to
small firms to conduct commercially viable R&D of breakthrough
technology innovations. products, and processes in collaboration with
research universities and colleges. The table gives the total value of STTR
funding accumulated over three years relative a state’s annual payroll of
firms with less than 500 employees.

Source: US. Small Business Administration

Midwest Performance, 2014

I'er $100,000 Small
St Business Payroll I
Ohio 33 18
Wisconsin 25 23
Michigan $20 p
Envis 520 3t
Indiana §t5 39
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BANK COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL LENDING

Lending per $1.,000 Chunge, 2011-

Rank _ State Score G 2014{%)
Sih-Benre Averuge 21012 4%

| Delaware 2500 S1.B6LE 253%
I North Carvlina 2300 $406.7 B5%
| QOhia 2500 54339 205%
1 Rt Tsland 500 $IH 5 21.7%
i South Daketn 25068 $3.709.7 IH6%
1 Unah 500 $7568 31.0%
7 Alabama 53 5214 38.8%
H Virginia 1377 51221 68%
9 Geargia 1344 S1148 183%
n Mississippi 1324 LINREY) B1D%
1] Oklahoma 1195 5821 30%
12 awaii 165 5153 19.6%
13 IlEnos a2 S0 5%
4 Missouri ] 5655 280%
15 Nebraska ey 5647 4.7%
6 Nexwth Daketa LIz R] $54.6 564%
17 Hlontana 8.6 S58.0 R3%:
18 Conneclicut 058 3516 -1 6%
19 lowa 4.2 8.2 8%
20 Wisconsin 103.7 70 21.7%
4 | New York 3.7 5471 N3%
zhl Arkansas 1034 346 5 59%
23 Kamas 3.0 $15.6 007
k2 Teanas 2.2 5438 55%
b Louisiana 100.0 5194 60%
21 Tennesser 110,11 hXLE -6.9%
27 I'ennsylvania w3 $374 -LB%
28 West Virginia Y7 8361 vy
n California ) $360 2679
n Maine us Y $M.8 12.8%
3 Indiana 557 s15 3%
a2 Minnesota ™5 5268 371%
33 Massactisscts u3h 247 403%
34 Florida 493.5 M6 6R4%
35 New Menico G528 $B.0 158%
6 Kentucky 926 8116 -5.8%
37 Nevada 022 $217 -16.5%
3% Oregon 90.0 SIGR 01%
kL] Vermunt 89.5 5157 64%
40 Washington 89.2 $15.0 3.3%
41 Wyoming 200 5147 6%
42 Michigan L] $i42 JBE%
43 South Carolina 842 128 45F
4 New Jersey 879 s122 20 1%
45 Arizuna 317 $11.8 9%
40 New Hampshire 577 sS11.8 4.1%
47 Alaska E15 511.3 1.T%
44 {daho 873 s11.0 -3149%
i Colorde 68 508 12 1%
50 Magyland 867 595 33%

Totad hank tending to commerciol and industriad customers per $1,000
gross domestic product, 2014
Commercial and industrial lending by banks forms the backbone of debt

lnancing to businesses of various sizes and needs. Although the above data

i5 reported by bank headguarters, therefore sttes with fewer bank head
oifices will not perform as well, o factor worth taking into account. The

adjacent table shows the wa) commercial and industrial lending per $1.000

ol GDP. Source: Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation

Midwest Performance, 2014

. Leniling per $1.000
State GhP
Ohi 5434
Hhieuis $75
Wisemsin 47
Indiana 29
Michigun $14
| Mhhi“lﬂ‘.2011 -2014
|
Q 123
i ! o |
| i 815
[
E i

21

0§

Rank

13
i}
3l
42

PRIVATE LENDING TO SMALL BUSINESSES

Lending per 1,0 Clusnge, 2048

Runk _ Stale Score Firms 20125
Si-Stette Average 28,680 -5.90¢

l Wisconsin 129.6 S$43.900 22%
2 Michigan 1283 $43.231 18%
3 Alabama 126.6 $42.354 -18%
4 Nonh Dako 1242 41064 4 1%
5 Ohio 1232 530,618 11.4%
6 Indiana 12211 540049 24 0%
7 Nonh Carolina 1216 SI9831 =196%
8 Louisiana LERE:] 37456 L%
9 inois 1138 SI5R28 -1.5%
10 South Dakota 1136 $35.731 92%
1 Texas 1133 535576 £O.1%
12 Tennessee 1133 $35.546 -184%
13 Hawaii 1132 $35.520 22 5%
14 Pennsylvania 17 $34.242 6%
15 California 13 S04 -105%
16 Georgia 1015 $32016 15.1%
17 Missouri [ s3Lns 3%
18 Virginia §03.4 530509 A371%
19 Minnesona 103.2 330427 6.3%
0 South Carolina 103.2 S3A04 -218%
2 Nebraska 1030 530300 106%
abl Washington 101.7 $M.634 ~ 6%
a2 New Jersey W4 26465 S0
H Alasks 1002 S2H.H81 -23.3%
] A SRR 1, SR80 S50.1%
6 Qregon W S8 4 7%
) Colorado 9o $24.542 150%
b Kentucky 989 S28.192 0%
) Mississippi 94.6 328060 -26.5%
30 Uah 980 ST M 16.0%
3 fowa 916 $27547 12.4%:
32 Arkansas 964 8264927 19.3%
33 Mainc 954 $26442 -17.0%
M Maryland 934 S25.906 1265
35 Idahs 920 $24.687 255G
36 New York 911 $2424 19%
» Massachusens 911 $24237 3z
k1 Oklahoma RLING $24022 4. 4%
19 Coneecticut 1R £234934 110%
4 Nevada Ko $23.166 203%
41 Muntana BH 4 22817 2%
42 Flarida 883 $11.780 -15.3%
43 West Virginia Bi 6 521423 14,6%
44 Kansas Hid $19.767 -143%
45 Rhude [sfand 8.1 $17.509 1355
46 New Mexico T4 514,158 -313%
47 New Hampshire 6.3 51244 3255
48 Vermoni 6.5 $11.666 N58%
40 Wyoming 062 511485 (nfa)
50 Delaware 639 $10.291 075

Private loans to small businesses per OGO firms, 2042

While public programs re helplul, the bulk of small business lending for
startup and operition comes from private capital markets. Banks and
privite credit insttutions play a particularly impornt role to finance
businesses with less than 504 employees. The above table shows the total
value of private loans to small businesses in cach state in relation to the
total number of firms. Source: U.S. Small Business Administration

Midwest Performance, 2012
Lemdding per 1,041}

Stale Firis Rk
Wincansin $11.900 1
Michigan $43.231 1

Dy 618 L]

Indiziataa S04 &
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BUSINESS INCUBATORS

Incubators per Change, 2011-

Runk _ Stale Score 510,008 firms N4 (%)
50-Stare Averuge 27 -2.7%

1 Cklahoma 1805 69 20.9%
2 Wisconsin 163.6 X &0 5.5%
3 Mississippi 144.2 49 44.5%
4 E 1358 L) 40.4%
5 New Mexico 1328 43 21.5%
fi Louisiana 1313 42 -11.5%
7 West Virginin 1312 42 54.8%
3 Massachuseits 124.6 38 09%
9 Hawaii 120.7 36 By
10 Missouri 1175 M 343%
11 Michigan 1153 33 33%
12 Maryland 127 32 kERL
13 Alabanua 1095 30 386%
14 New Hampshire 1088 29 <3.6%
15 Kentucky 1087 29 -19%
16 North Carvlina 1064 8 65.7%
17 South Dakota 1059 28 -1.8%
18 Mainc [0 27 39.5%
19 Virginia 1044 i) 13.7%
20 Cregon 1029 26 15.3%
21 Kansas 1022 26 -10.5%
23 North Dakota 1018 26 -19.6%
23 lowa 101.6 26 -359%
24 Chio 1010 25 10.3%
25 Arfzona 1002 5 -38%
26 South Carolina 99.8 24 199%
27 Pennsylvania 99.7 24 10.9%
28 Colorado 98.4 ) 13.1%
29 New York 965 23 -35.8%
30 ‘Washingion 96.0 22 -0.8%
i) Montana 959 2 -33.5%
32 Vermont 953 2 -164%
3 Tennesseo 950 n -12%
k) [ndiana 93.7 2 =31 8%
35 Delaware 934 21 -1.6%
36 Utah 926 b} -16.0%
37 Connecticust 9190 20 ~332%
38 Nebraska 900 19 n5%
39 Minnesota B9S 19 -24.9%
40 [llinois 892 1] -HO0F
4] Arkansas 819 it -35%
42 Georgia B6.7 17 95.4%
43 California 65 17 2%
44 Wyoming 86.1 17 ~454%
45 Texas 847 16 -533%
46 Florida 843 16 374%
a7 Nevada 86 I3 -37.6%
44 Rbwode Island 783 |2 473%
40 Alaska 4 1% -61.0%
S0 New Jersey 76.3 11 -100 0%

Business incubarors per 10,000 firms, 2014

A business incubator is an enterprise whose mission is to help build
promising fledgling companies into successful businesses. Ofien sponsored
by government or nonprofit agencies, the facilities and services of business
incubators give entrepreneurs a head start on the way to being profitable,
thereby helping to build the local economy. The above table shows the
number of incubators per 10,000 firms in cach state.

Source: National Business Incubation Association

Midwest Performance, 2014

State Incubnlt;l;:'mr lo.o00 Runk
Wiscansin 64} 2
Michigan 3 1

OChio 15 s

Indiana 2 M

Mimois 19 40

S E—— —

Michigan,2011-2014
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GENERAL BUSINESS GROWTH

Midwest Performance Rank __ State 2014 2012 2010
1 MNorth Dakota skl dkokEk ROk
2014 2012 2010 2 Texas T P -
Indiana sk e - 3 Oregon O L
lllinois Hdhs Wbk - 4 New York Rk ek kR
Michigan * ok ke - 5 Washington ek PR -
Ohio L] ek 4 6 California ok ok Ao
Wisconsin *k *k ek 7 Idaho LI *oH R Wk
a South Dakota LLE i *R R
9 Minnesota Lil *xok *
10 North Carolina *hk *k Kook
11 Colorado hax okt -
12 Montana ek - b
13 Indiana Tk — ke
14 llinois Wk TS e
15 Arizona — e .
16 Michigan o Ak -
17 Georgia wkok ] *e
18 Ohio ok . -
19 MNebraska *k wbE *okk
20 Oklahoma Ak - -
21 Tennessee "ok *x "
22 lowa aokk Aok _
23 Florida *k T *
24 Massachusetts ok * whE
25 Kansas ek = *
26 Louisiana wHk w¥ pa——
27 New Jersey * ok *+
28 South Carolina Ll *# "
29 Nevada *h *k *
30 Wisconsin xn o "o
31 Hawaii L& * [T
32 Virginia *k - T
33 Pennsylvania *x - wuid
34 Kentucky o "ok ek
35 Conneclicut * *
36 Missouri wok
37 Delaware ok
a8 Maine ok *x Rkn
39 Arkansas w e -
40 Alaska ne * o
4 Utah i *k P
42 Alabama L *ok -
43 New Hampshire * * wew
44 Vermont * e EREE
45 Maryland » * e
46 Mississippi * o *
47 Wyoming * o e
48 New Mexico * * #%
49 West Virginia * *¥ R
50 Rhode Island * * o

Empowering Michigan Enlrepreneurs



GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT GROWTH
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MANUFACTURING CAPITAL INVESTMENT GROWTH

Change, 2010.

Chonge, 2011.

Rank  Suate Score Growth Rute 2013 (Abs,)
S0-State Average Ii% 12%

1 North Daket 203 113% 2.7%
2 Texas 151.6 6T AT%
3 Colomdo 1226 + 7% 33%
4 Florida 118.1 44% 51%
5 lowa 172 4.3% 1.3%
[3 Washington 1168 43% 25%
7 New York 1166 4 3% 0.8%
B California 118.7 +$.2% 3.6%
9 Oklahoma 11411 4 1% 29%
10 Tennessee 1125 40% 22%
1] Georgia 121 4.0% 32%
12! Utah 11LE 4.0% 1.6%
13 Michigan 1nis 4.0% 2.7%
14 Arizana 108.5 38% $0%
15 Nebraska 1082 3.7% -1.4%
16 Minnesola 1010 3% 12%
17 North Carclina 1068 3% 1.B%
18 idaho 105.1 5% 3%
12 New Jersey 103.5 34% 3.1%
20 South Camoling 1034 34% 1.1%
21 Chio 1023 33% 15%
i) Massachusens 1023 3% 9%
23 Alabatma 100.6 1% 1.6%
24 Wisconsin 1005 3.2% 08%
25 Nevada 1004 1% 4.1%
2% Moniara 99.6 32% 0.2%
27 Arkansas 092 3% D.8%
28 New Hamjrshire 984 % 0.7%
29 Indiana 976 30% 10%
30 Hawaii 96.9 30% 13%
3 Rhode [sland 96.8 0% 12%
Kxl Kenteky 96.2 29% 0.1%
33 Pernsylvania 95.6 29% 0.6%
E2) South Dakola 843 28% 22%
35 Missouri M0 28% 1.6%
36 Wincis 929 27% 1.0%
37 Mississippi 503 25% 16%
k] Connecricut 890 25% 22%
39 Maryland RE0 24% DA%
40 Delawane 879 24% 49.5%
41 Virginia 87.2 23% 03%
42 Oregon B4.2 1% -1.5%
43 West Virginia 837 2.1% 20%
44 Vermont 829 20% 4%
45 New Mexico R23 20% 10%
46 Kansas 798 18% -1.0%
47 Maine 786 L7% 0.7%
48 Louisiana 745 15% 20%
49 Wyoming 616 0.6% 0.5%
50 Alaska 521 04% -1.6%

Annual growh in nominal gross domestic product, 2014, three-year
average.
Ultimately, economic prosperity hinges on economic growth, and

economic growth reflects the health of the overall economic system. Recent
performance can often be a predictor of near-term trends. The above table
shows the average of the last three year’s of annual growth in each state’s

nominal gross domestic product.
Sonrce: US. Burean of Economic Analysis

Midwest Performance, 2014

State Growth Rate Rank
Michigan 40% 12
Ohio 3% 2
Wisconsin 325 4
Indliana 30w ol
Ilinois 215 M

Michigsn, 2011 -2014
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Rank _ Siate Scure Growth Rate 2013 (Ahs.)
50-State Average 9.8% 67%

t Oregon 1959 610% Bli3%
2 Arizona 1489 382% 4] 7%
3 Montana 1488 3B2% 13.8%
4 [ndiana 1481 37.8% 352%
5 New York 1426 344% 27.8%
6 ldaho 1350 98% 21.0%
7 Delaware 1317 217% 19.0%
8 Kznsas 121n 212% 202%
9 Missouri 118.4 19.65% 27 8%
10 Kentucky 1179 19.3% 2L25%
11 South Carolina 1151 17.6% 16.6%
12 Wisconsin 107.2 12.1% 12.1%
13 Hawaij 105.2 11.5% 17%
4 lown 1039 10.7% 112%
is Ohio 10349 10.7% 105%
16 VYermont 035 105% 11.2%
17 TFennessce 103.2 10.3% 1.6%
8 Lonisiana 1028 10.0% 13.5%
19 Oklahoma 1025 9.8% 13%
0 Narth Camlina 1014 9.8% 91%
21 New Hampshire 192.3 97% 7.5%
P Michigan 1018 4% 0.0%
24 Souwth Dakotn 101.6 93% 275%
24 North Dakota 1010 8.9% 95%
23 West Virginia £00.3 B5% 156%
26 Maine 997 82% 132%
27 Greorpia 986 5% 83%
28 Caltfornia 56.8 64% 23%
29 Texas 96.3 60% 63%
30 Colomdo 959 58% 65%
31 Pennsylvania 534 55% 6.3%
32 Massachusetts 9316 44% 02%
33 Connecticut mn;3 39% 24%
34 Wyoming 926 38% 44%
k:] Misnnesota 925 1E% 0.1%
36 Arkansas 91.1 249% -10.4%
37 Alabama R9.9 22% -4 6%
38 Rhode Island 899 2.1% -42%
39 Florda BR9 1.5% 145
40 Virginia BB.& 13% 33%
41 Nebraska 880 1.0% 45%
42 Nevada 878 0.9% 3 %
43 New Jersey B0 04% -1 6%
44 Ilmois 845 1.1% 23%
45 Washingion BlS5 -3.0% -65%
46 Utah 756 -B.5% 24%
47 Mississippi 724 -8.5% ~234%
48 Alaska 66,1 -124% -18.4%
49 Maryland 596 -164% -43.7%
50 New Mexico 526 -M1.7% -56.0%

Growth in nominal capital expenditures per production emplovee, 2013,
three-year average,

Manufacturing firms' investment in new capital equipment often indicates
innovations and increased efficiency and productivity. The above table
shows the annual growth in nominal capital expenditures in manufacturing
per production employee, averaged over three years.

Source: US, Census Bureau

Midwest Performance, 2013

Sunte Growth Rate Rank
Indiana 37.8% 4
Wisconsin 127% 12
Ohio 10.7% 15
Michlgan 4% £
Minuis L% 44

Michigan, 2010-2013 |
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FOREIGN BUSINESS EMPLOYMENT GROWTH EXPORT INTENSITY GROWTH
Clsnge, 2000- Change, 2011-
Rank  Stute Score Growth Rute 2013 {Abs.) Ronk Stute Score Growlh Role 2014 1Abs.}
Si)-State Average 18% 21% S50-Stare Average 4% A
| South Dakota 1555 17 8% 19.1% 1 Alaska 120 1.3% £043%
i Louisiana 146.1 150% -03% 2 Louisiana 1647 54% -LA%
3 Kansas 1410 13.4% 138% 3 Washington 1461 35% 071%
4 Nueth Carolina 1269 923% 33% 4 Delawan: 128 % .63 08%
5 Yirgmia 1227 79% 100% 5 Nevada 1283 | 6% -6.2%
[ Missouti 1197 0% 8 5% 5 New Mexice 1252 1.3% 3 0%
? Nebraska 1189 6G8% 99% T Mississippi 1119 1 5% 0.9%
) Michigan 1180 65% 1.7% B Inddsana 1167 4% -1 5%
Y Alaska (1 k£1) 6.2% -1.3% 4 Hawait 164 A% -2 0%
o South Carolna 1140 53% 20% 1 Oklabima 1158 3% 1.1%
H Kentucky 134 51% 1.5% n Connecticut 110.6 029 3%
i2 Ol 7 4 6% 50% 12 Catiformia 103 0343 AT%
13 Georgia {1,081 3R% -B 9% 13 Kentucky 195 4% 35%
[B] Mimns 1m0 33% 1 %% 14 Montana 1089 4% 2 H%
15 Wisconsin 1068 3% 39% 15 Minnesola 108.1 0.5% 29%
16 Oregon 449 25% 17% I Colomda 108.0 A 5% 4 1%
17 Tennsylvania 1047 5% 0.5% 17 Atizona 106 7% 4 7%
18 Tennessee 1H.6 2.4% 44% 18 Georgia s 1 D.8% 5.8%
9 fowa 1037 233 26% 19 South Carolina WS 0.9% 63%
0 Massachusetts 1034 21% 0.1% 20 Florida 1032 -1.0% -4 3%
2 Arkansas (N 17% -T.8% 2 Kansas 1027 -LI% 27%
23 Nevada 1014 E6% -15.8% n Maryland 1023 -1.1% -5.8%
n Alabaia 1.6 1.5% -~ B% px} North Carolina a2 L1% 52%
s Texas 1007 13% 76% 24 Tennessee 101.6 -1.2% -4 2%
25 Plocuk 100.3 L3 1.1% 25 Alabama 1014 -1.2% -6.3%
2 New Jersey o7 1.0% 1.9% 6 Missouri 986 -1.5% -50%
21 Minnesena 93 09% 29% 27 Texas 981 -1.6% 9.0%
M Washington 480 05% -1.5% b} North Dakota 915 1.6% 64%
29 New Mexico Y780 2% 21% ) Cregon 574 -1.6% -12%
k'H 1daba 6.6 00% 23% 30 Virginia 9112 -1 7% -1.2%
3l Indiana 96.1 D.0% 29% k]| Icdatscy 96,6 -1.7% -2.7%
2 New Hampshite 947 05% -1.3% 32 Chin 95.8 1.8% -4.0%
33 California 94.4 £6% -6.0% 13 Mussachasetss 950 -1 9% 32%
34 Colorudo 939 D2% -1 VR 34 Wisconsin WE -1.9% -5.3%
35 New York 937 -{1.8% -340r% a5 Wynming 939 20% -15.2%
36 Hawaii 934 D 4% 22% 36 New Jersey 936 20% -3.2%
37 Rhuode Island 95 =12% -0 4% 37 Minois 91.7 2% -6.6%
38 Utah Ny -1.4% -10.7% k] New York 914 -2.3% -3.2%
» Arizona E8.2 25% 19% 39 Vermont 91 4 2.3% -4 5%
40 Oklahoma 879 26% 14 1% 40 Arkansas e 2.6% -4 6%
41 Connecticut 8735 -27% 33% 41 New lHampshire 87.6 27% S55%
42 Maryland B8 -12% -27% 42 Michigan B58 1A% AT%
43 Maine L) -5.0% -1.0% 43 Pennsylvania 849 29% -5 0%
44 Veomont 9 -5.6% S1% 44 Maine B3.2 3.0% £5%
45 Mississippi 748 -6.5% 6% 45 South Dakota 3 3% -T.R%
46 Wyoming T0.8 -18% A% 46 Utah 727 -42% 219%
47 Belaware 68.7 4% 09% 47 Rhode Istand (21 -4 5% -8.3%
(wa) MNorth Dakota (n/a} {nfa) -102% 48 West Virginia [ ~4.6% -12.0%
(nn) West Virginia (n/a} (nfa} -393% 4% lown 07.2 -3 B% -1.6%-
{na} Muontana in/m) (] -19% 50 Nebraska 664 -4 9% -11.3%

Gronvtl i employment in foreign-owned firms as a percentage of total

Growth in export value as a percentage of gross domestic produet, 2014,

emplovanent, 2080 3

As the world's economy becomes increasingly interdependent, the impact
i~ not just increased trade. Large multinational firms locate production
facitities across the globe. Foreign investment can be an important source
of well-paying jobs. The above table gives a measurement of the year-to-
year growth in the percentage of workers in each state who work for bank
and non-bank, foreign-majority-owned companics.

Sonrce: US. Burean of Economic Analysis

three-year averape.

Healthy trade is 1 hallmark of the global economy. Stiles with a
manufacturing base that can produce for global demand are well positioned
for sustained growth. The above table shows the average over the last three
years in the one-year growth rie in the share of vach state’s pross domestic
product that is accounted for by merchandise export income.

Source: Brookings Insiitntion

Midwest Performance, 2013 Midwest Performance, 2014

Stule Growth Rate Rank State Growth Rale Rank
Michigan 65% ) frutiana 049 8
Ohio 1.6% 12 Ohin 1A% 3
Winots 2% 14 Wigonsin I 9% H
Wiscomnsin 3% 15 Mlinis il kN
Indtana -0.0% N Michlgan 285 42
| r 1
| Michigan, 20103011 Michigan, 2011.2014
' [ =] '
| 1
[ i
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EXPORT-RELATED JOBS LARGE BUSINESS PAYROLL GROWTH
Share of Total Change, 2011- Change, 2009-
Rank __State Score Private Jobs 2014 (%) Rank  State Score Growth Raote 2012 (Abs.)
50-Stte Average KN 30-Siate Average 4.1% 2 1%
1 Washington 1446 54% 10.7% 1 North Dakota 2483 15.6% T0%
2 Oregon 1415 52% -6.6% 2 Wyoming 1553 B.3% 17%
3 Hawaii 1399 51% 2.1% L] Nebraska 1344 67% 4 1%
4 [ndiana 1232 42% 26% 4 Qklahoma 1342 61% 13k
3 New York 1231 42% 7% 5 Texas 129.2 63% 29%
6 Massachusetis 1194 40% 2% & West Virginia 1199 56% 1.9%
7 California NE7 40% -1.2% 7 Minnesota 1197 5.5% 9%
8 Nevada 1173 319% 09% New York 1166 5.3% 51%
9 Delaware 1165 39% LS 9 Irafiana 1151 52% 6.3%
10 WNebraska 1164 38R -13.2% 10 South Dakota 1144 5.1% 0.2%
1 lowa 1145 37% -12.5% 11 Massachusetts s 49% 27%
12 1inois 133 % -50% 12 California 1no7 4.3% 4.45%
13 South Dakota 124 3.6% -11.3% 13 Washington 1080 4.6% 0.6%
14 Connecticut 13 346% 0.5% 14 lowa 1074 4.6% 3.7%
15 Nonh Dakota 1y 35% 16% 15 Utah 1072 4.6% 0D4%
16 North Carolina 108.3 I4% 05% 16 Hawaii 106.1 45% 22%
17 New Jersey 106.3 3.3% D.6% 17 Tenncssee 105.6 44% 39%
18 Kansas 1059 3% 7% 18 Wisconsin 105.6 44% 30%
9 Minnesota 4.5 2% -1.8% 19 Nonh Carolina 105.1 44% 3%
0 Texas 040 3.2% 0.3% 0 Montana 039 43% 08%
2 Florida 039 2% 0.T% 21 Colorado 1030 42% 05%
Pl Michlgan 103.2 1% ~2% 2 Connecticut 1028 4.2% 4.8%
pa} Unah 1028 3% -61% 23 Ohio 1026 42% 42%
24 Wisconsin 1022 3% 4.5% 24 South Camlina 1013 4,1% 34%
25 Georgia 1015 30% 1.2% pL] Louisiana 1000 4.0% 0.1%
26 Ohio 985 29% -20% 26 Pennsylvanin 1000 4.0% 1.4%
27 South Carolina 983 28% -1.7% 27 Michigan 95 4.0% B0%
28 Louisiana 98.1 28% 65% 28 Maryland 986 9% 15%
29 New Hampshire 9%6.7 28% -25% ) Kentucky 96.3 7% 1.6%
30 Arizona 949 27% 2.7% 30 Mississippi 957 37% 1.7%
31 Maryland 943 2.6% 04% 3l Arizona 953 36% 1.3%
32 Arkansas w3 2.6% -39% 32 1daho 94.5 36% 42%
33 Colorado 938 2.6% -23% 3 Georgia 944 36% 24%
34 Pennsylvania 936 2.6% -2.9% 3 Oregon 941 3.6% 1.6%
35 Kentucky @28 2.6% =.1% 35 Florida 9§ 35% 26%
36 Virginia 926 2.5% -2.6% 36 Ninois 937 35% 19%
37 Idaho 924 2.5% -49% a7 Delaware a7 34% 15.7%
38 Tenressec a7 25% 6% 38 Alaska 916 14% -3.6%
39 Missouri o1.6 5% 45% 39 Virginia ong 32% 43%
40 Alabama 914 25% 09% 40 Maine B892 2% 03%
41 Wyoming 911 2.5% -20.3% 41 Alabama ERS 3 1% 1.7%
42 West Virginin 89.3 24% -104% 42 Arkansas B4 2E% 0.8%
43 Oklahoma E5.5 2% 2.71% 43 New Jersey B35 2.7% 15%
44 New Mexico B52 21% -1.2% 44 Missouri g3.1 2.7% 12%
45 Mississippi 850 2% 07% 45 Kansas 0.1 25% -i3%
a6 Rhode Tsland B3.1 20% -88% 46 Nevada 64.5 12% 1 0%
47 Vermont 812 19% D4% 47 New Mexico 6l9 1.0% -4 0%
48 Montana 718 1.7% 04% 48 Vermont 555 0.5% -4.2%
49 Maine 763 1.6% -313% 49 Rhode Island 484 0.0% -12%
30 Alaska 758 1L6% 2.6% 50 INew Hampshire 47.6 0.1% 65%
Percent of private industry jobs thar are export related, 2014 Growth in 1otal nominal pavrolf of firms with 500 or more employees,
2012, three-year average.
International business activity exposes the state to the woes of exchange While new businesses are key 10 sustained growth, older, established large
rate fluctuations, but it can also be a substantial contributor to a state’s firms tend to pay high wages and offer strong benefits packages. Further,
workforce. The above 1able shows the percent of private industry jobs that large businesses are invariably the customers of small businesses. As they
are related to the export of manufaciured products and services. grow, so does the whole local/regional economy. The above table shows
annual growth in the total payroll of firms with 500 or more employees,
averaged over three years.
Sowrce: US. Imternational Trade Administration Source: US. Census Bureau
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2012
P Share of };.'::1 Privale —_ State Growth Rate Rank
: . Indiana 5% 9
i 122 £ Wisconsin 14% 18
1llinnis 3% 12 Ohi 435 23
o - -
Michigan A% 23 Michi 10% 17
Wisconsin 3% 24 Sty ’ H
. 5 Lilincis 5% 36
Ohio 26% 26
o e P — -
Michigan, 2011 - 2014 Michigan, 2009 - 2012 !
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Change, 201§+

Runk  Siate Score Growth Rate 2014 (Abs.)
S0-Steite Averdge 170% 26.0%

| Idaho 1243 31.7% 49.5%
2 Montan 123.6 323% 37.8%
3 Colorado 119.3 29.7% H6%
4 New Jersey B9 205% ¥I%
5 Oregon 182 29.0% 40.0%
6 Georgia 17.8 I88% 45.3%
T Arizonn 171 B4R 47.2%
L} Minnesta 116.6 28.1% 36.6%
9 Nevoda 1154 27 1% 4B 9%
10 TFlorida 16 262% 9%
11 Narth Dakoia His 50% 47T%
12 Mussachusens LR | 24.0% 314%
13 Tennessee 107.7 2% 342%
14 Calilornia 1070 222% 28.3%
15 Alsssouri [ ] 0.6% 319%
IH Hhnwis 1.2 6% 35.0%
7 Sotnh Dakota 102 67 31 4%
IR Conmecticnt 1040 43 350%
14 Michignn 103.6 2002% 20.1%
n Delaware 1035 20.2% 25.1%
| Souh Carlina 1032 2007 338%
o Alasha 1025 195% 0%
n Texas 101X 19.0% 274%
M Ueiah 018 1% pAEY S
28 Pensy lvania nr2 15.3% 33.0%
20 Oklahwmna 988 17.5% 5%
n New York 984 17.1% 31 7%
2= Washington 982 169% 14 3%
19 North Caralina 965 159% 30.6%
H) Wisconsia 93 138% 26 9%
M New Hampshire 26 13.5% 21.8%
»n Ohiv 45 13.4% W.6%
3 MNebraska 9w 1349 1%
M Indiaga Y8 1359 0H%
15 Kansas 904 1245 253%
36 lowa 89.1 114% 15 5%
L) Rhode Island HE.R 11245 23.5%
3 Mississippi 86,1 9.6% 3L0%
3y Kentucky R28 T7.6% 16.2%
40 West Virginia 6 7.5% 19.7%
41 Loutsiana RS TA% 16.7%
42 Virginia Bl Y T 12.6%
a3 Maryland B 64% 555
44 Yermont BOS (.25 9.8%
45 Maine 804 [N 148%
44 New Mexico 801 60% 19.0%
47 Arkansas .G 50% 1%
48 Alabama 794 55% 17.9%
49 Hawaii 83 49% 143%
50 Wyoming 69 -33% 52%

Growtlt int sumber of new privasely owned housing uwits per 100,000
residents, 2004, three-vear averuge.

Building permits are seen as an early indicator for the health of the housing
market, & sector that tends to be one of the first to respund 10 fluctuations in

the cconomy. The construction of new privately owned housing is a good
indicator of general confidence in the market. The above table shows the
three-year average in the annual growth in the number of permits for new
privitely owned housing units per 100,000 residents in a state.

Source: US. Census Burean
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Stute
[[HTITTEN
Michigan
Wincoamin
Ohiny
Indiana

Growih Rate

06%
2%
13 8%
134%
12.5%

Wichigan, 3011 - 2014

Rank

16
19
H)
1
M

FORTUNE 500 HEADQUARTERS

Change, 20012014

_ Rook  State _Seore Numbcr of fems .10
S-Stere Avernpe 1 it
1 California 2311 54 1
2 Texas 2258 52 0
3 New York 2125 47 -3
4 ltinwis 17535 33 1
5 New Jersey 1622 28 7
G Olio 154.3 L] -3
7 Virginiz 1463 2 -2
B Pennsylvanii 1437 2t 2
4 Michigon [21%)] 2 0
L] Minncsota 1357 18 -1
Il Georgia 1331 17 2
12 Florida 1305 16 1]
13 Connecticut 1278 15 |
14 North Caroling 1225 13 -1
15 Mlassachusetts 1199 12 1
16 Missouri 114.6 [[H] 0
16 Tennessee 114.6 10 1
i Wisconsin 114.6 10 l
19 Colorado 1y 9 0
19 Washingien g 9 |
21 Arkansas 1066 7 3
2l Indinna 106.6 7 1
23 Arizona 1013 5 -l
X ) Kentucky 1013 5 |
23 Nebraska toL3 5 a
26 Marylnnd S8.7 4 =2
26 Nevada 987 4 o
26 Oklahoma 987 4 ]
29 Rhode Esland 96.0 3 I
30 Drelaware 9234 il L]
30 lowa 934 2 -1
30 Louisiana Y34 2 -1
30 Oregon 934 2 o
M4 Alabamz 90.7 | 0
k) Maho Mn7 I 1]
34 Kansas o7 ] -2
4 South Carolina A7 1 1]
M Ltah 9.7 1 0
] Alaska 881 1] 1}
39 Howali 8E.1 a 1]
39 Maine 88.1 0 1]
34 Mississippi £8.1 )] o
k') Montana ER.1 0 a
39 New Hompshire BR.1 )] [}
3y New Mesizo B8.1 0 0
Kl North Dakota BY.1 0 0
i9 South Dakota 881 0 0
k3 Vermont 881 0 0
30 West Virginia 881 0 ]
34 Wyoming BB 0 1]

Tortal meember of Fortane 500 headguariers, 2014

Al the top of the large-firm pyramid are the Fortune 500 corporations, who
typically employ large numbers of well-cducated, well-compensated
workers. They ofien provide business for large numbers of local supplicrs,
They also 1end 1o be philanthropic stewards for their local communities
The above table shows the total number of Fortune 500 companies that
wert heiadquartered in each siate.
Source: Fortune Magazine
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TIndaan
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PRIVATE BUSINESS PROFIT GROWTH

Empowering Michigan Entreprensurs

Changge, 2010-

Ronk___ Siate Score Gruwth Rate 2013 (Abs.)
St)-State Average 2.0% 25%

1 Nebraska 1420 1.6% 01%
2 North Daketa 141.6 15% 0.1%
3 Towa 1325 63% 43%
4 Texas 1319 6.3% 39%
5 South Dakota 1242 5.1% 1.3%
o Arknnsas 1196 4.4% -0.3%
7 Montana 172 4.1% 0.6%
8 Ohio 1158 30w 0.3%
9 Okhahoma 1139 36% 1.5%
10 New York 1137 367 -23%
] Tennessee 17 5% Q8%
12 Alabama 1109 3% -l 4%
13 New Hampshire 104 3% -1.6%
4 Kentucky 1100 ERE: 32%
15 Kansas 1049 3% 0.8%
16 Minnesaia 108.4 29% =206
17 North Carofina W25 27% -32%
18 Michigan 1069 2% 0.7%
t9 Wisconsin 1059 259 2%
20 [tinois 1056 25% -1 4%
2 Mississippi 1054 24% -1L5%
28 Rhode Esland HH8 24% 20%
23 New Mexico 103.6 13% -1.5%
24 Massachusetts 1087 1.8% 2%
25 New Jersey 100.6 1.8% 20%
26 Pennsylvania 994 1.6% S31%
27 Indiana 984 1.5% S0
28 Idaho 8.3 1.9% -4.5%
29 Colorndo 979 FA% -16%
30 Missouri 978 1 4% -5.6%
3 Virginia 976 1.3% -36%
32 Georgia 9.1 1.3% -2.0%
Kk Maine 948 0.9% -+.6%
34 Maryland 94.6 09% ~$ A%
35 Arizona 944 0.9% 00%
36 Florida Ho 0% 07%
37 Washington 9148 7% -+ 5%
33 Vermont 9.6 0.5% 65%
9 Hawaii 216 05% -4 0%
40 Utah 915 05% -.8%
41 Californiz 900 03% 28%
42 Connectictn 899 0.3% 0.6%
43 Nevada 894 0.3% -0.3%
44 South Carolina 890 0.1% -5.6%
45 West Virginia B5.3 N4% 9.6%
46 Louisiana 821 0.4% -6.1%
47 Delawar: 204 =11% -4 5%
48 Wyoming 1.7 1.5% 93%
49 Oregon 753 -1.8% -1319%
50 Alaska 617 29% 28%

Growth in private indusiry gross operating surplus per worker, 2013,
three-year average.

Gross operating surplus per employee is a good proxy for private sector
profitability. It includes business income of private domestic enterprises:
net interest & miscellancous payments; business net current transfer
payments; capital consumption allowances: consumption of fixed capital;
current surplusideficit of government enterprises. The above table shows
the three-year average of the annual growth rate per worker,

Source: U.8. Bureau of Economic Analvsis
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State Growth Rute Rank
Ohio 3% 8
Michigan 27% 18
Wiscansin 2.5% 19
inois 1.5% 20
Imtiana 1.5% ki)

| Michigan, 2010 -2013
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RENEWABLE ENERGY
Shure in Tatal Change, 2611-
Rank __ Stale Score Generation 2004 (%)
S50)-State Average 7% ELFE
I Idaho 2285 §1.0% -120%
2 Washingion 2193 159% -123%
z) Oregon 240 129% -8.5%
4 South Dakota 2111 N3% -T8%
5 Maine 190.6 59.9% 16.3%
6 Montana 1637 445% -3.2%
7 Towa 1383 2% 46.5%
B Alaska 1344 28.0% 42,05
9 Chalifornia 1342 0% -165%
10 Vermaont 1336 27.6% 20%
1 North Dakota 1272 240% 1.7%
12 New York 1246 22.5% -10%
13 Kansas 1234 21 R% 1653%
14 Minnesota 120.1 200% 290%
15 Oklahoma 119.1 19.4% 97.2%
16 Nevada 116.3 17.9% 23.3%
17 Colorado 1157 17 5% 220%
18 New Hampshire 113.8 16.4% 273%
9 Tenncssee 1069 12.5% -3.8%
20 Wyoring 1035 106% -134%
21 Nebraska 1022 99% 1165
2 Texas 1016 9.5% 29.7%
23 Hawaii 1014 9.5% 534%
4 New Mexico 100% 9.0% 41.0%
25 Arizona 103.3 8.8% -1.25%
26 Wisconsin 9.7 85% 32%
27 Alabama 9.0 B82% 92%
28 Michigan 96.6 68% 1113%
29 Arkansas 963 6.6% -109%
30 North Carolina 9540 59% 184%
31 Maryland 99 5.8% -19.1%
2 Grorgiz 934 55% IR9%
33 Itlinois 936 5.1% 590%
34 Massachusetts 915 50% 44 4%
35 South Carvlina 934 50% 44,1%
36 Virginia 932 4.8% 224%
7 Utah 920 4.1% -206%
38 Kentucky 915 38% 143%
9 Louisiaha 91.1 3.6% 12.0%
40 Indliana 0.7 34% 13.5%
41 West Virginia 90.5 3% 27%
42 Pennsylvania 50.1 3.0% 23.8%
43 Mississippi 294 2.1% -712%
44 Missour 8R4 1i% -14.6%
45 Connecticut E7.5 6% -25%
46 Ohio 823 1.5% 107.5%
47 Florida 869 13% 14.7%
48 New Jersey 86,1 03% 408.6%
49 Delawate 859 0.7% 2563%
50 Rhode Isiand 853 04% 218.6%

Renewable energy net generation per 1,000 MwH of total et electriciry
generation, 2004

With the continuing depletion of natural energy resources and increasing
environmental concemns, investments in renewable energy have 1o be a pant
of every state, region and country's long-term economic strategy. The
above table shows the share of renewable energy resources in the total net
electric-power generation in each state.

Source: US. Energy Information Administration
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Wicansin 55% 16
Mlichigan 6KT m
ks 51% 1
Indiana REL 4 a0
Ohio 1.5% 16
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GREEN INDUSTRIES

Chanpe, 2011-

Hank State Score Share of All Establ. 2004 (%)
5t)-Stnte Average 7.0% 2%

1 Cuolorado 1285 9.0% 14%
2 Vermont 1275 8.9% 30%
3 Itako 1274 B9% 0.3%
4 Uizh 1214 B5% 5.8%
5 North Carolina 1208 84% 50%
6 Florida 1R8 3% 07%
7| Maryland 1185 83% 1.6%
8 Arizona 1157 B 1% 7%
o North Dakota 1153 RO% 120%
1 Oregon 1150 84% 26%
Il Tesas 11LS 7.8% 3I6%
L 1lfinois 1§2 1.1% 0.2%
i3 Muontana 17 6% 28F
14 Sewh Carolina 1088 T6% 3.6
15 New Hampshire 1067 T4% 0.6%
16 Maine 1063 TA% 033
17 Arkansas -6 T3% 4.7%
18 Ala 14 3 1.2% ar
19 Indmnu JLIEY. ] 1.2% Q4%
0 Lusuisiana 037 1.2% 457
21 Wyoming 103 4 1% 3.9
22 New Mevicn [N} 72% Y¥a
k3] Vir 1030 1% A 4%
24 Mississippi 1024 A% 25%
25 Kamas 1007 10% 5.0
20 South Dakota 93 6 9% TR
by Massachusetts 993 69% 3V
28 Georgia 90 69% 25%
o] Michigan 977 68% 8.1%
kL] Mlinnesota 972 67% 02%
3 Tennessee 960 6 .6% 1%
»n Delawate 95.6 H6% -1.5%
i3 Nevada w6 G5% 3A%
34 Ohio 42 65% 1.3%
35 New Jersey 920 64% 5.3%
kil Cunnecticut 97 6% 0.1%
kY] Califomia 804 62% 151%
k1] Pennsylvania BY.1 6 1% 3%
3 Nebmska 1.3 6.1% 30%
40 Oklahoma 8RO 6.1% 09%
41 Rhode Island H7.5 60% | 8%
42 Alaska 870 6.0% 19%
43 lowa 87.0 a.0% 89%
44 Washington 865 6D% 7%
43 Hawaii 863 59% -1.2%
46 Kentucky 852 59% 23%
47 West Virginta 798 5.5% 6.1%
48 Missouri 773 3% IR%
49 Wisconsin 767 53% 4H9%
S0 New York 5.6 52% Bale

Share of establishments in green-related indusiries, 2014

T'he green ceonmny is expected to be one of the next strong growth sectors
nationwide and globally. The higher the price of fossil fuels the more
altractive alternative technologies become, This metric focuses on
businesses engaged primarily in creating green technology: see Appendix
for more detail. The table above shows such green industries as a share of
all industries, measured by number of establishments.

Source: US. Burean of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2014
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Iinwis TI% 13
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Ohiv 6 5% M
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EDUCATION

Information, knowledge, and ideas are critical
assels for success in the innovation economy.
Having a strong human capital base is a
necessary, but not sufficient condition for
success. States, or even countries, may be
endowed with a well-educated population, but
lack some other necessary conditions, such as a
free enterprise system that cultivates creativity

and entrepreneurship. Nevertheless, those states

and countries performing well in the innovation
economy present strong scores in human capital
assets. Those falling short in economic progress
but possessing abundant human capital can use
this attribute to their advantage. For example,

countries such as Ireland, Australia, and India are

capitalizing on respective strong human capital
assets as means to economic progress.

Comprised of sub-drivers K-12 Education and
Postsecondary Education, the Education Driver
seeks to measure the human capital base of a
slate.

Midwest Performance

2014 212 2010
Indiana deddedk Ak Kk
Wisconsin ek ak -
Ohio Rk ke ik
lilinois ek *ak ek
MiChigan Wik *kk ik

Michigan Enirepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edition

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs

Rank State 2014 2012 2010
1 Rhode Island i -
2 Massachusatis SRk dckokioR kR
3 Indiana BERRE T -
4 Pennsylvania Aok R
5 Maryland I AR
6 Virginia kR Hekokog e
7 New Hampshire i Ll Wk
8 lowa P . *edok
9 Connecticut ok Rk wHh
10 Colorado P P
1 North Dakola LAl - o
12 South Dakota waxE ke -
13 Minnesota T . ok
14 Wisconsin cEAK - P
15 Montana MRk Rk .
16 Washington ok ke —-—-
17 Maina ok - ok
18 Ohio Hen * oKk ey
19 New York XK ok ARk
20 Missouri o *Hn P,
21 Vermont ke Rk p—
22 Nebraska *hk Ak LT
23 liinois Rk *ke Rk
24 Utah T . .
25 Arizona onk - ok
26 New Jersey A% hh %
27 Wyaming ok ek %
28 Michigan b - —
29 California ek - .
30 Delaware L ok —
N Kansas T ok o
32 Texas Kk - *k
33 Florida *nk wohok P
M Norh Carolina Hk ek ek
a5 South Carolina * e ek **
36 Kentucky o wok ok
37 Tennessee 2] "o **
38 Oregon *x o —
39 Idaho »e " %%
40 Georgia e ok **
41 Alabama ok *k *
42 Oklahoma L2 . -
43 Hawaii 2 ok *
44 Arkansas ** * -
45 Alaska * #% "
46 West Virginia * o ok
47 New Mexico * *k o
48 Nevada * *
49 Mississippi * *
50 Louisiana * *
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K-12 EDUCATION

Midwest Performance Rank  State 2014 2012 2010
1 Massachusetts makdk KRRk RokkER

2014 2012 2010 2 New Hampshire FkRkk ET I T kR

Wisconsin kK ek Kok 3 New Jersey LELET 2] ok wkokR
Ohio Rk tokok *x¥ 4 Connecticut WRREE AR REkR
Ifiinois *kok #okk Kb 5 Vermont SRR R Y
Indiana e ko sk 6 Maryland L L ReRAH Rk
Michigan e - — 7 Virginia BEER REER KkEe
] Minnesota *hokk - P

9 Wisconsin ok wokAok P

10 Pennsylvania ke Atk ok

" Colorado pEEn — e

12 Washinglon o Wk P

13 Ohio e ik Bk

14 Maine - —- .

15 Iilinois w*nn P, g

16 Indiana nhe - -

17 lowa ek ok o

18 Kansas *hk ok ok

19 Rhode Island "k wxk o

20 Montana ax p— -

21 New York " okt P

22 Defaware *Ex wh o

23 Nebraska Hw ok ok

24 Missouri Hork o -

25 Kentucky ok - —_—

26 Utah >k - -

27 North Dakola whh o .

28 South Dakota LLe T -

29 Tennessee * ok *ak -

30 North Carolina Rohk - -

31 Texas okk - U

32 Califonia ek *olok Y

33 Florida ok Wik T T

34 Michigan o "k .

35 Oregon e wn o

36 Wyoming o ok —

37 Arkansas = % o

38 Georgia L o -

39 ldaho *k T T T

40 Hawaii o ok Rk

41 South Carolina 4 **k "

42 Oklahoma e "k .

43 Arizona - "k -

44 Alaska ek ik *k

45 Alabama *x * -

46 Nevada * ok o

a7 Wesl Virginia » * *

48 New Mexico * * »

49 Louisiana * * »

50 Mississippi * * »
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ADVANCED PLACEMENT SCORE

Empawering Michigan Enirepreneurs

PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION RATE

Share of Eligible Change, 2011- Change, 2011+

Rank _ Siule Scure Students 2004 (%) Ronk  Siate Score Graduation Rate 2004 (%)
S30-State Averuge 12 7% 34.i% 50-State Average 42.5% 48%

| Maryland 1399 G6.5% 22.5% | Town 1180 90.5% 28%
2 Virginia 1375 5519 19.8% 2 Nebraska 1157 89.7% 43%
3 Connecticut 1266 54.3% ek & 3 3 New Jersey 1128 B8.6% 6.7%
4 Massachusetts 1251 53.0% 28.0% k) Wisconsin 1126 RE.6% 18%
5 New Jersey 1204 +8.6% 36.3% 5 Texas nL? 88.3% 2.7%
[} Florida 1203 AR A 113% 6 New Hampshire [FIR! ER.1% 24%
7 KNew York 1nia 451% 12.6% 7 Indiana 11¢6 81.9% 2%
B Vermont 1136 42.3% 631.9% ] Vermont 1103 B7.8% 049%
9 Georgia 113.6 42 1% 2971% 9 Kentucky 1094 87.5% (n/a)
10 Cualifomia 1134 A20% 2i5% 0 Missouri 1089 873% TE8%
11 inois 134 41.9% 380% 1 North Dakota 108.6 8712% 1.4%
12 Culorado 1101 389% 7% 13 Tennessee 108.6 L% L 4%
13 Delaware 1099 7% 245% 13 Connecticut tHOB.D 87.0% 48%
4 North Carolina 1073 3H52% 21% 13 Delaware [[:F B70% 11.5%
15 Wisconsin 1057 348% 36 2% 15 Arkaiisas 1077 B6.5% 73%
16 Maine 105.6 34.6% 23.5% 16 Maine 106.6 86.5% 0%
17 Minnesita nsn 3% 2L.3% 7 Maryland i06.3 364% 4.1%
18 Texas 1046 337 196% 18 Alabama 1060 B63% 199%
19 Rhode Island 1042 I34% 5% 19 Massachusetts 1054 86.1% 3.7%
20 Kentucky 1032 3215% 1w 20 linois 105.1 B6OF 24%
2 Dhio 028 RI% 520% 21 Kansas 4.3 B5.7% 33%
22 Washiogton 2z 35% 2% 2 Pettiiylvania 1037 85.5% 3IN%
3 Lhak 1019 31.2% [4.5% 23 Montama 1034 854% 4.1%
2 Pennsylvanea ron9 30.3% 3w u Virginia 103.1 B5.]% 4.0%
25 Hawau 100.5 20.9% 2063 25 West Virginia 1009 5% 83%
26 South Carolina 495 289% 304% 26 North Carolina 99,1 83.9% 7.6%
27 New Hampshire 992 287% 17.1% 26 Uwah vl 8319% 10.4%
2 Michigun K6 W.1% DI% 28 Oklahoma 957 B2.7% {nfa}
] Trudiana 955 252% 3.6% i Suuth Bakota 95.7 837% DA%
30 Nevada 944 42% 23.2% kil Fawaii 93,1 8l .A% 3%
k3| Arkansas 941 230% 269% 3 Ohit 93.1 El 8% 23%
2 Atizona 933 232% 400% 3k Minnesola 914 #1.2% 55%
3 Tennessee 927 226% 333% 13 California 509 81.0% 6.6%
34 South Dakota LINI] 210% 2% M Rhode Island 903 B0A% 49%
35 Oregon 9.6 20.6% 19.9% 35 South Camlina 88.3 80.1% 82%
36 Missouri 89.2 193% 312% 3 Michigan 840 TH6% 6.2%
37 Montana B39 19.1% 279% 36 Wyoming 840 78 6% -1 8%
k| Alabama #5.1 183% 33.0% 38 Washington B18 T82% 29%
K] lowa 87.5 17.7% 323% 39 New York 8.7 T18% 1.0%
40 Oklahoma 873 17.6% 164% 0 Mississippi BI.1 17.6% I5%
41 Alaska B6.S 16 8% 6.9% 41 Colorada 801 17.3% 4 5%
42 Tdaho 863 16.6% 10.3% 41 tdaho 803 773% (n'a)
43 New Mexico 850 154% 6.5% EX] Florida 768 76.1% 1%
a4 Kansas B4.9 153% 13.8% 4 Arizona 753 15.7% 29%
45 Nebraska 846 15.0% 24 6% 45 Louisiana 72.6 74.6% 5.15%
46 West Virginin 842 147% 27.5% 46 Georgia 66.6 T2.5% 8.2%
47 Louisizgna 822 127% L% 47 Oregen 65.1 720% 59%
48 ‘Wyoming 80.8 114% 26.7% 48 Alaska 626 NI% 46%
49 North Dakota 4.8 10.5% 24.7% 49 Nevada 594 F0.0% 129%
50 Mississippi 76.2 Ti% 3049% 50 New Mexico 55.1 6R.5%F 8.7%

Passing AP test scores per eligible student, 2014
The Advanced Placement (AP) exams assess students’ maslery over
college-level subject matier in a wide variety of subjects. A score of three

or higher out of five typically allows a student 10 eam college credit in that

subject. The AP program allows high school students to take and earn

credits on multiple subject tests. ‘The above table shows the number of AP

tests completed with “passing™ scores (3+) per student in 11th and 12th
grade. It should be noted that a relatively small share of students 1zke AP

tests. Source: The College Board
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Share of Eligible
State Students
2zlilinois 41 9%
Wisconstn 318%
Chio 31%
Michigan A%
Indiana 252%

Michigan, 20112014
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Public high school graduation rate, 2014

The number of students who stay in school and successfully receive their
high school diploma within four years is an imponant indicator of
performance for a state’s K-12 education system. High school completion
is a vital credential for finding and retaining employment. It is also an
important prerequisite for postsecondary schooling, which provides the
additional education needed to thrive in today’s innovation and technology-
based economy. Sce Appendix for the methodology of this metric,

Source: National Center for Education Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2014

State Graduation Rate Rank
Wisconsin B8.6% 3
Indiana 87 9% 7
IHinois R6N% 20
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SAT PERFORMANCE ACT SCORE
Actual Less Chanpe, 20H1- Actual Lss Change, 2011
Rank _ Staie Score Predicted Score 2014 (A4} Rank__ Staie Scure Predicied Scare il (ADs}
50)-Stute Average 08 3] SU-Surte Averuge -1.57 <154
1 Colordu 1321 037 49 1 Massachusetts 1258 1.54 437
] Massachuseits 1285 97 26 2 New Hompshire 1250 143 0.7
3 New Hampshire 1276 BB 85 2 Conneclicut 1250 143 005
4 Vermont 120.6 65.1 §7.6 4 Maine 1198 079 -0.18
5 1linois 1206 650 -16.6 5 New York 8.1 057 0.5
& Minnesota 1199 62.8 222 6 Vermont 1164 035 [ES]
T Virginia 1185 580 216 6 Delaware 1164 035 00z
i Connecticut 1181 56.6 9.7 B New Jersey 1155 024 062
9 New Jersey 1175 548 46 g ‘Washington HEN) 014 0.0
10 Michigan 1164 51.0 164 10 Rhode Island 1133 0403 051
3] Montana 141 43.1 234 1] Minnesola 1138 .03 D62
12 Tenncssce 1132 4.1 -6 12 Virginio 1129 0.08 001
13 Missouri 132 300 14 13 Pennsylvania 1l 019 -0 1k
14 Chio 1128 388 21 14 Maryland 2 .30 00l
15 Oregon L. 350 0.6 15 Idaho 109.5 EIR]] 032
16 Wiscunsin IEE} 340 16 16 California 108.6 a2 Eikk)
17 Kansas 110 128 2 17 Wisconsin 107.8 473 0,53
i Washington 1053 137 421 I8 Ohio 106.1 145 A1.86
M Ariona 1051 130 397 1 Kansas 1061 095 0354
el Kentucky 1048 124 4.8 ] lowa 106.1 195 033
al Pennsylvania 1039 HE 191 il | South Dakida 1052 1.06 047
5] Riuxle Island 1020 26 148 2 Indiana 1052 106 043
] Calitornia 1018 17 10 23 Missouri 4 3 117 4033
23 New York 1005 fed 3 42 k! MNebraska 1035 128 097
35 Indiana 1003 32 17.1 s Orcpon 100y <160 .66
2n Marylaid 997 53 NER i Nevaky Wil 182 o7
&l Norh Carolins Y88 4.2 73 ok Alaska 1.4 24 478
28 Alaska Y8 H B4 B.5 % Texas M S 215 046
29 New Mevion LLRS 93 149 bl Luah u5.7 22 036
30 Nebranha 082 105 17 X Geurgta Y57 -2.2G -1.63
10 low: 94.2 105 -3l k1] Oklaho R 33 £0.79
32 South Dakuidn 97.6 125 22 k]| Iikinos M iy} 0.57
n Mol Buakia W7 154 14 n West Vieginia 919 238 «0.26
34 Hawaii 96 2 169 294 kL Nonh Dakota 939 24& -0.68
35 Georgia 955 194 na 3% Colorado 939 248 68
36 Wyoming YK 285 49 k5] Alsbama 939 248 058
37 Utah LAkl 290 1.8 37 Montana 931 -159 228
38 Florida 897 7 86 L South Carvlina n2 -2.70 -305
3% Lovisiana 893 412 -109 38 Arkansas 922 =270 026
40 South Caralina 88Y -6 93 40 Wyoming 89.6 m a4y
41 Oklahoma .5 ) =40 -19.2 40 Michigan §9.6 342 -0.80
42 Nevada 871 4TH 128 42 New Mezico 8T8 -3.24 0.28
43 Arkansas 86.7 <490 -15.6 42 Kentucky 87.8 324 D49
44 Mississippi 857 525 3B A Tennessee 8.0 2335 -0.28
45 Maine 37 -592 130 45 Arizona 861 346 -0.60
46 Texas 940 149 =182 46 Florida RS2 357 061
a7 Idaho 87 159 -78.2 47 Louisiana BT = -1.69
43 Delaware 715 199 =527 48 Mississippi LUEE 123 030
49 Alabama 70 B1.6G 2243 49 Nonh Carolina 91 -434 -3.83
50 West Virginia 683 1109 125 50 Hawaii Ti0 512 396
Average SAT score relative to predicied score, 2014 Average ACT score relative 1o predicted seore, 2014
The Schalastic Assessment Test (SAT) is the standardized test most Like the SAT, the American College Test (ACT} is a widely-accepted
frequently taken by high school seniors and gauges their likely success in standardized college entrance exam. The ACT is commen in many states
college. In states where fewer students take the SAT, thuse who do choose where SAT participation is low, so it is important to consider it in the sarmne
1o take it are more likely 1o be students who would seore well. To correet way that the SAT is considered and correct for any participation bias. This
for this bias, all 50 staes® average SAT scores are compared to a score metric corrects for the bins by comparing the states’ mean scores to a score
predicted by a participation-based formula. A positive score implies better- predicted by a participation-based formula, A positive score implics
than-predicted performance. periormance above the predicted.
Source: The College Board Source: ACT
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
2 g " ?, .
State Actunl Its.:sl:trldlclml Runk Stute Actunl I;::y::ull:hd Wunk
Wimsis 654 5 Wisconsin 1A 17
Michigan s ] Ohio 095 £}
Ohio Ws ] Indiana 106 2l
Wicimidn 0 i6 Ilinois 237 3
Indiana 22 b | Michigan -3.02 L]
I % 1 - - =l
Mighigan, 2011 - 2014 | | WMichigan, 2091-2014 |
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NAEP MATHEMATICS
% "Proficient” or Change, 2009-
Runk State Score Ahove 2013 (Abs.)
50-State Averuge J88%
1 Massachusens 1374 565% 0%
2 Minnesota 1305 533% 28%
3 New Hampshire 1292 52.7% 2%
4 Vermont 1215 49.2% 22%
5 New Jersey 1214 49.1% L6%
6 Colorado 1144 459% 4%
7 Washington 1128 45.2% 42%
8 indiana 1123 45.0% 60%
9 Nonh Dakota 1oy H.3% 0.3%
10 Ohio 1104 43.0% 3.6%
1 Kansas 1103 44 0% 1.5%
12 Wisgonsin w92 43.5% 15%
13 Maine 1091 43.5% 35w
14 Pennsylvarnia 108 4 432% 023
15 Wyoming 107.6 42.8% 53%
16 Virginia 107.3 2.7% 3%
17 Montana 106.6 42.3% -22%
IR Maryland 1058 $20% 007
19 lowa 1053 41.7% 42%
20 Connecticut 1040 4.1% -1 9%
2 Nonh Carolina 1032 40.8% 1.3%
2 Nebraska 101.8 40.1% lo%
23 Utah 1017 40.1% 2
24 Texas 100 5 39.5% 5%
25 South Dakola 100 1 394% 26
26 Rhode Falanid 99 39.2% 537%
27 Hawaii 97 39.2% 8.2%
28 Tdaho 973 B.1% 145
9 Mkineis 96.7 3TH% 3%
30 Delaware 959 374% 4%
3 Oregon 955 3.3% 03%
2 New Yoik 927 36.0% -1.0%
ER) Florida 923 35.7% 1.2%
34 Kentweky i BI% i
35 Missouri 921 5% 23%
36 Arizona 918 5.0% 6.6%
37 Alaska 903 34.9% -0.6%
38 Georgia 893 4% 39%
39 Tennessce BE2 339% T4%
30 Michigns 87.7 NI% 0.7%
41 Arkansas 873 33.5% 20%
42 South Carolina 862 33.0% 1.0%
43 Nevada 822 2% 7%
44 Oklahoma El3 30.7% 23%
45 California %9 31% 36%
46 West Virginia T84 29.4% 59%
47 New Mexico 723 26.6% 3.6%
48 Alabama 683 HE% 28%
49 Mississippi 66.0 23.7% 52%
0 Mississippi 63.6 220% 4.6%

Percent of 4" and 8" graders scored “proficient” and above in
mathematics, 2013
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is an
achievement testing program in a variety of subjects administered
intermittently to the nation’s 4th, 8th, and 12th graders by the U.S.

Department of Education. NAEP scores reflect the achievement of students

of all social, economic, and educational backgrounds. The above table
shows fourth- and eight-graders’ average of rates of proficiency on the

NAEP Math Assessmenl. Sonrce: National Center for Education Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2013
% "Proficient” or

Staote Ahove
Indana 45.0%
Ohio H1%
Wisconsin 435%
14inois A%
Michigan NI%
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NAEP READING

T "Proficient” or Change, 2009.

Ronk __ Stote Score Ahove 2013 {Abs.)
50-State Average HHOG

1 Massachusetts 1342 47.8% 0.8%
2 New Hampshire 1238 4.1% 3%
3 New Jersey 1237 44.1% 4.1%
4 Connecticut 1230 438% i.3%
5 Maryland 1220 43.5% 6.5%
[ Vermont 219 435% 5%
7 Pennsylvania 1152 4L1% 4.1%
8 Minnesota 1150 41.0% 40%
9 Washington 1142 40.7% 7.7%
10 Colorado 1129 402% 0.2%
1 Virginia ms 398% 1.8%
12 Utah 106.9 3B I% 1%
13 Ohio 106.6 3B0% 20%
14 Maine 1053 AT 6% 26%
15 Montana 105.2 5% 2.5%
16 Wyoming 48 I7 4% 4 4%
17 lowa HLI IT4% I4%
18 Kentucky 1040 7I1% LI%
19 Nebraska I35 369% 1.9%
20 Rhode Island 103.1 J6 8% 8%
21 Kansas 1030 36 7% 1 7%
22 indiana to1.7 36.3% 23%
23 Flanda 101.3 36 1% 0.1%
2 New York 1009 36.0% 0.0%
25 Defaware 1000 5 7% 07%
26 Idaho 100.0 I3 1% 3%
2, Wisconsin 998 356% 2.6%
28 Missouri 994 354% 0.6%
9 Oregun 984 35.1% 11%
30 Ttlinois 978 349% 29%
31 Norh Dakota 95.6 3L1% 9%
2 Norh Carolina 95.1 339% 19%
33 South Dakota 947 33.8% 0.8%
kS Tennessee 9315 334% 5.4%
a5 Georgia 917 32.7% 37%
36 Michigan 88.7 N5 146%
37 Arkansas 869 30E 20%
38 Texas 83| 296% 1.6%
» Alaska 821 293% 1%
40 Oklahoma BB 29.2% 12%
4] Hawaii 816 20.1% 3.1%
42 Nevada B0B 288% 4.8%
43 South Carolina 806 28.7% n.7%
44 California 788 2.1% 4.1%
45 Alabama 8.2 279% D.1%
46 Arizona 713 L.1% 2.7%
47 West Virginia 136 26.3% 0.3%
48 Louisiana 65.7 234% 54%
49 New Mexico 61.1 21 8% 1.8%
50 Mississippi 580 20.7% -l3%

Percent of 4" and 8" graders scored "proficient” and above in reading,
2013

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) testing
program’s unselective nature makes it a highly desirable metric for
comparing achicvement and studying educational progress. The above table
shows averages of the percentages of fourth- and eighth-grade students
who scored at least “proficient” on the NAEP Reading Assessments,

Source: Nutional Cemer for Education Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2013

% "Proficicnt” or

State Above Rank
Ohiv 3BN% £3
Indiana 36.3% e
Wisconsin 356% o/
Nlinois 9% 30
Michigan 36% 36
Michigan, 2009 - 2012
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

. Rank State 2014 2012 2010
Midwest Performance ; PR — . fisar - Geuly
2 Indiana Aok LL 2k L2 L
O R S < A
: ; 4 North Dakota ke EL L L Mk R
M'_Ch'gap ™ - **f 5 Massachusells LA LA e
W'§C°nsm ¥ ** e 6 Pennsylvania L] LA LA L L
Ohio b i il 7 lowa aokn Xk ok
{llinois e & Hop 8 Arizona - Ak ok
9 Monlana L& 1 ki k ok
10 Colorado ik L2 LS %k k¥k
1 1 Maryland ol L2 2 e e e
12 Virginia L e L)
13 Wyoming " £kt #wdon
14 Michigan LA R e
15 Wisconsin LA L bk
16 South Carclina i) LLL A
17 Washinglon e ) L
18 Missouri L b AL
19 New York i lod AL
20 California k) = b
21 Maine *ak Fkk e
22 Utah ok £ 2] ook
23 Alabama bl o it
24 Minnesota L G b
25 Nebraska L Lh LLL
26 New Hampshire i o) -
27 Florida Lt Ll ok
28 Ohio *k ek * sk
29 Connecticut *¥ L S LE
30 Texas L i A
31 Oklahoma LA g *hx
32 linois e L LL
33 North Carolina e i) o
34 Idaho k] e L
35 Georgia L AL b
36 Oregon ** Wb bl
a7 Tennessee e i e
38 Delaware Wb il hL
39 Kentucky e AL et
40 Kansas . B .
41 Hawait o L .
42 New Mexico . i L L
43 Arkansas b x o
44 Vermont * wx LA
45 Mississippi * L L
46 Waest Virginia e L L
47 Alaska ) it i
48 Louisiana e i
49 New Jersey =
50 Nevada *
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4Y+ TECH CREDENTIALS PRE-BA TECH CREDENTIALS
Pereent of BA Change, 2010« % of AS Degrees Change, 2010-
Rank __ State Score degrees and shuve 2013 (%) Raok State Score and Equivalent 20013 (%)
S0-Snate Average 17.1% 3% S0-Stare Average 21.0% 22%
1 Wyoming 147.3 236% 154% 1 Wyoming 1839 50.1% 10.5%
" Maryland 143.1 239% 123% 2 Louisiana 127.2 303% A%
3 Montana 1252 211% 22% 3 Nonh Dakota 1246 4% -1 6%
4 Washington 11856 200% 18 7% 4 South Dakota 1227 28.7% 93%
5 Michigan 174 V8% 6.4% 5 Kemucky 1189 274% 1.7%
6 Alaska 116.7 19.7% -8.2% 6 Nebraska 170 26.8% Jw
7 Colormdo 1166 19.7% 523G 7 Georgia 1163 265% -12.0%
8 South Dakota 1154 19.5% 5% R Colomdo 30 254% 174%
9 New Jorsey 1149 19.4% 3IBR% 9 Mlinois 1130 25 4% 124%
10 Pennsylvania 1136 19.2% B2% 10 Oklahoma 1109 1.6% 8.6%
1 California 1136 19.2% H.0% 11 Pennsylvania 1105 M.5% -3.8%
12 North Dakota oo 18.6% L1% 12 Washington 1102 HA% 97%
13 Maine 19,5 18.6% 10.2% 13 South Carsiina 193 2A0% -5.5%
14 Wisconsin 1090 185% 89% 14 Alabamta 108.8 239% 0 9%
15 New Mexico 1087 184% 8.0% 15 ‘Tennessee 106.6 23.1% -32%
16 Idaho 108.0 18.3% 97% 16 Montana 1062 23.0% 1.6%
17 North Caroling 107.6 18.3% 99% 17 Wisconsin 105.5 2% 4.3%
18 Georgia 107.1 182% T2% 18 [ndinna 1054 229% 15.7%
19 Massachusetts 107.0 18.2% Y.8% 19 Arkansas 1045 24% -5.9%
20 Indiana 1068 18 1% 11 8% n Texas 103.5 220% 19%
i Texas 105.7 1B.0% 8 1% 21 Arizona 1027 21.7% 30.2%
2 Eouisiam 101.7 17.3% 59% 2 Nevada 10240 5% 38.6%
3 South Carolina 1016 17.3% 194% 23 Ohip 100.7 21.1% -1.7%
24 Utah 1014 17.3% 14% 3 Maine 100.7 21.1% -E0%
25 Virginia 10004 17.1% 1.9% 25 Nonh Casuolina 1005 210% -6 4%
26 Oklahoma 9.6 17.0% 10.0% 26 Michigan s 206% -32%
27 Rliode Island 9B 16.8% 2.4%: 27 Virginia 984 202% 25.7%
28 Connecticut 976 16 7% 4.9% 28 Missouri 8.1 20.1% 6.7%
9 New York 969 16.6% 12.1% 29 Alaska 9.6 20.0% 11.5%
k1] Alabama 906 165% B.5% 30 New Mexico 572 19.8%: -8 6%
3 Oregon 966 165% 8.1% 31 lahe 4.7 19.0% 1.7%
32 Ohio 96.5 16.5% 109% n Califomia 94.5 189% 21.0%
a3 Vermont 945 16.2% 1 5% 33 Rbwnde islond 84.5 18.9% -27.3%
34 Kansas 9.7 15.9% 1% 3 West Virginia 929 18.3% 1.6%
35 Florida 914 15.7% 10.7% 35 Mississippi 910 18.0% 2.7%
36 Delaware 913 15.7% 17.5% 36 New Hampshire 9.0 17.3% 6.1%
37 [tinois 910 15.6% 5.6% 37 Massachuscits 895 17.2% 5.5%
38 Nevada 890 153% 153% 3B Connecticut 882 16.7% 8%
39 New Hampshire B7.6 15.1% 18.3% 39 fowa B7R 16.6% 9.0%
40 Mississippi 850 147% 0% 40 Minnesota 875 164% -39%
41 Arkansas 84.1 145% 28% 41 Kansas 873 164% 30%
42 Arizona 839 145% 48.7% 42 Oregon §72 16.3% 50%
43 Nebirska §3.0 144% 59% 43 Maryland B6.L 1549% -112%
H Missouri 820 14.2% 13.7% a4 Hawaii 853 153% =16.9%
45 Hawaii 809 14.0% 5.7% 45 Delaware LIRY 145% 24 9%
46 Minnesota B8 14.0% 9 1% 46 Florida 782 132% 32%
47 Tenncssee 783 13.6% 8.6% 47 New York 754 122% 15.3%
48 Renweky 750 13.1% 3.6% 48 Urah 733 L1.5% B.6%
49 West Virginia 78 12.6% 2R% 49 New Jenscy 705 10.5% -6.1%
0 lowa 652 5% 89% 50 Vermont 703 10.4% 104%

Percent of bachelor's und above degreesicertificares earned in teclinology-
5

related fields, 2013

A highly-skilled workforce is only as useful as it is able to match the skills

required by the innovation economy, the ability to create or invent new
products and processes. The above table provides the percent of students
with a bachelor's, graduate degree, first professional degree or related
certificates who graduated in a ficld relevant to tech-based economic

development. See Appendix for more detail.
Source: National Center for Education Statisties

Midwest Performance, 2013

. % of BA+
Saate Degrees & Certlflcates Rk
Michipan 198% 5
Wisconsit 1R5% 14
Indiana 18.1% 20
Ohio 16.5% 32
inois 15.6% 37

Michigan, 2010 - 2013
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Percent of less than four vear degrees and certificates carned in
technology-relared fields, 2013

Technology support occupations such as technicians that require an
Associate degree or less are predicted to experience exceptional
employment growth at relatively high wages all over the U.S., making the
process of innovation and technological progress more efficient. The above
table shows the percent less than four years pre- baccalaureate /vocational
awards and certificates in technology refated ficlds. See Appendix.

Source: National Censer for Educarion Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2013
% of <4Y Degrees &

Ll Certificates Rk
Lltinois 2547 L)
Wisconsit RI% 17
Indiana 22.7% 18
Ohio L% 23
Michigun 2065 26
Michigan, 2010 - 2013
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4Y KNOWLEDGE DEGREES EX. TECH FIELDS COLLEGE MIGRATION
PPercent of Al) Change, 20014 Chunge, 2008-
Rank  State Score Deprees 2013 (%) Bank _ Stole Scure Net Student Enflow 2012 (Abs.)
3t)-Stute Average 189% 73 St-Srate Average 1883 -J20
I New Hampshire 136.6 269% S34A% | Arizona 1747 24,167 =15,035
2 Delaware 1327 260% 4 9% 2 Pennsylvania 148.2 16,067 1,14
3 Arizona 1296 253% -183% 3 Towa 139.1 13311 -891
4 lowa 1257 244% -1.8% 4 West Virginia 1318 11,000 53485
5 Indiana 1224 237% 90% 5 Florida 1266 9514 -1.221
6 Rhwde Istand 12005 23.3% -120% 6 Massachusetts 125.6 219 11
7 Nebraska 123 230% -9.6% v Alabama 1240 8,729 -1B8
8 Missauri 187 22R8% 1% A Indiana 120 8.114 689
9 North Dakola 1}6.5 4% B 9 Utah 1y.1 T2 1418
10 Unoh 1152 21% 59% i Virginia 1190 7,202 2,142
1] Massachusetis 1148 20% 3% 1] New Yaork 115.1 6035 24
12 Alabamn 1133 216% -62% 12 Rhoue Island (TR 54654 -620
13 New York 1124 21 4% T1% 12 South Carolina 125 3252 504
14 Maryland 121 21 4% 0.5% 14 Oklahoma 114 1903 2,175
15 South Carolina w5 20.8% 108G 15 Missourh o6 1675 2912
13 Michlgan W H 2045 -14.1% 16 Nonh Carulina [ 0] 4440 -1, 388
17 1Winois 107.5 3% -16 3% 7 Oregon [T ] 163y 1145
18 Wisconstn 1054 19 8% 2.0% 8 Kansas 106.1 s 1.226
19 Oklahoma 1iH 8 19.7% 8% 19 North Dakot 105 43 2457 8§43
ut] Georgia 1047 19.1% -11% uil Ohio 1045 287 7437
21 Ohin 104 4 196% §.6% 3 Kentucky 1044 1785 364
he] Comnectical 037 1455 -103% n Vermont 1044 2067 m
23 Colorada 103.6 194 T17% 2 Arkansns 29 1309 540
4 New Jersey 6 19.4K5 -3 7% 24 Wisconsin 02 2088 1.7k
28 Pemgboanm  imSs 19.0% TH% -] South Dako 160.1 1467 730
2 Munscsona ugs 183% 6.3% 3 Delaware 95,9 1419 -
27 Nevida Y1y 18153 7 4% n New Hzmpshire 99.2 [AL-( 1,328
28 Hawan Y14 18.0% -16.0% b Wyuming WL 146 444
] New Alevico 9710 180% 6.6% i Louistana LU ] 261
30 Texs 456 17.6% 60% k1] Tl 987 1051 920
3 Went Virginia 454 17.6% 14.0% 3 Mississippi 984 96y 77
2 Yirginia 944 179% 347 32 Colomdo 98 4 i -H,962
33 I'onda 938 1722 -0.8% i3 Montana 977 750 583
%] South Dakota 917 170% I2% 34 Muine Yih Ty 1011
15 Mississippi 920 16.3% A34% 15 Michipamn %Y 507 438
L] hansas 0.7 165% -3 BR: 36 Nebraska 904 488 240
A7 Nuonth Carolina 9.2 16 4% -13.2% 7 Tennesses 90 7 4%) -162
L] Kenticky 901 164% - 9% k] Califomia 46 | 250 10836
" Montana #99 16 3% HLER b New Mexivis Y61 a7 338
an Vermont 893 16.2% A 3% 40 Alaska 422 113 976
41 Alaska B 16.2% -T17% a1 Hawani 93 1504 143
42 Tkl 881 15 %% -11.6% 42 Nevady 817 2205 396
41 Tenmessee 1.6 15.4% 2% 43 Wishinges 831 3645 704
4+ Louistana B6.4 15 5% 1.2% 4+ Minnesota 812 1940 -673
45 Washington 853 153% -1 0% 45 Connecticut 9 53570 -65
6 Califurmia B4 S 15 1% 3% 4 Georgin 7 S.038 -1,250
+7 Manne 83.1 148% -10.0% 47 Texas 6h R R0l 2,454
48 Orepirm 827 4.7% -4 2% 48 Mary land 66 4 8742 167
4% Arkansas 783 13.9% -15.0% 49 Nlinvis 407 16,563 -13,948
S0 Wyoming 518 1.1% 0.6% 50 New Jersey 11 29237 s
Percent of degrees carned in quasi-science and quasi-technical ficlds, 2013 Net inanigration of fiese-time frestunen, 2012
Many more general educational programs directly or indirectly contribute A net student inflow into a state 1o attend college signals a perception of
10 the innovation cconomy such as management, cconomics, science guality of a stale’s higher education institutions and helps reduce pressure
teachers. etc. The above table shuws these ather innovation economy on the tax rolls and keep in-state wition increases in-line. The above table,
degrees as a percent of afl degrees. A full deseription of fields chosen is based on Fall enrollments iand updates every two years, shows the
given in the Methodology section of the Appendix. difference between the number of students who migrated into a state’s
schools and those who migrated out over one year. States with pasitive
figures were net receivers of students.
Source: National Cemter for Education Statistivs Source: National Cenier for Education Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2013 Midwest Performance, 2012
Stote Tercent of Alb Degrees Rank Siate Nel Student Inflon Kunk
Il 1t 2375 5 Indingi 8104 B
Michigan 4% 16 Ohies 2R17 20
linwis 20 3% 17 Wiscomsn 2088 A
Wisconstn 19.8% £} Alichign 507 a5
Ohiv 196 2 Mimsis 16561 Al
Michigan, 2018 - 2013 Michigan, 2009 - 2012
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U.S. NEWS TOP UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMS U.S. NEWS TOP GRADUATE PROGRAMS
Change, 2¢11- Ranked Grodunte Change, 2011-
Rank _ State Score Ranked Collcges 2014 (%) Rank __ Stale Score Programs 2014 (%)
S0-Stutte Average 6 07% 50-State Average 26 123%
| Rhode island 2102 33 -20.0% ! Rhode [sland 158.6 117 16.1%
2 Montana 1379 14 500% 2 Maryland 1354 79 17.2%
2 North Dakot 1319 14 00% 3 Connecticut 1280 68 289%
4 Endiana 134.6 I3 38.2% 4 Massachusests 127.7 67 E4.B%
5 Colorado 134.0 13 -6.0% 5 Indiana 1202 55 9%
6 Maine 1327 13 1% 6 linais 115.4 47 16,7%
? Massachusetts 1308 12 6.3% 7 New Jersey 1140 45 4.3%
8 Towa 1297 12 16.0% 8 New York 113.6 4 233%
9 Connecticut 1217 1o -160% 9 North Carolina 125 42 1.8%
10 Hawaii 1198 10 93% 10 Michigan s 41 -1.3%
tl North Carolina 175 9 4.5% 1l California Iz 4] 17.0%
12 Delaware 1153 B -83% 12 Arizona 1.5 41 %1%
13 Washington s 7 -122% 13 Utah 111.3 41 15.8%
4 New Jerscy 111 7 -21.5% 14 Washington HLE 40 252%
15 New York 1104 7 -134% 15 lowa 109.6 Kt 15.4%
16 Michigan 9 7 -195% 16 Wisconsin 1092 37 05%
17 Marylard 1078 6 -213% 17 Virginia 107.6 35 170%
18 Pennsylvania 105.8 6 -10% 18 Pennsylvania 1073 34 i49%
19 Virginia 146 6 378% 19 Colorado 1063 33 26.9%
20 Minacsota 104.0 5 114% 20 Texas 1052 H 19.8%
21 Chio 103.3 5 9.0% e Minnescta 104.4 29 135%
2 West Virginia 022 5 7.3% 22 Grorgia 125 26 30.6%
23 Nebraska 0.8 5 24% 23 Delaware 106 25 -8.3%
2 Vermont 1018 5 00% 24 Missouri 1009 24 211%
25 Califomnia 100.5 4 17% 25 New Hamnpshi 1005 23 2926
b1 Sauth Dakota 995 4 0.0% 26 Tennessee 9.5 22 42%
a7 South Carolina 94.7 4 -41.6% 27 Ohia 918 19 16.5%:
] Arkansas 086 4 00% 28 Alabama %69 i7 42.5%
29 Tenncssee 974 4 -23.6% 2 Nebmska 96.5 17 -24%
30 Ilinois 9.3 3 -152% Pl Oregon 96.5 17 -20.8%
ki) Oregon 96.3 3 90.0% 3t Kansas 95.5 i5 21%
2 Oklahorma 95.7 3 95% 2 Florida 85.4 15 24.4%
] Missouri 95.4 3 1L.5% EX] Hawaii o50 14 -95%
H Georgia 95.1 3 -30% 3 New Mexico 922 10 -24%
35 Utah 40 3 1% 35 Louisiana 908 7 76.6%
36 Alnbama 938 3 -H.2% 36 Sowh Carolina 90.2 7 21.7%
37 Texas 938 3 -53% 7 Kentucky 894 5 -53%
38 Florida 937 3 -4 B% 38 Vermont 89. 5 00%
39 Kentucky 93.7 3 -53% 39 Arkansas ER.6 4 1000%
40 New Mexico 93.0 a3 24% 40 Cklahoma B8.1 3 -39.7%
41 Louisiana 894 | 6.0% 4] Mississippi 87.6 2 -4 8%
42 Wisconsin BR.1 | -5.8% 42 Alaska 86.1 0 on%
43 Alaska 83.7 0 00% 42 ldaho 86.1 1] 00%
43 Arizona 837 0 00% 42 Maine #6.1 0 00%
43 Idahue 8.7 i) 0% 42 Montana 86.1 a 00%
43 Kansas 83.7 [¢] 00% 42 Nevada Bé.1 0 00%
41 Mississippi 837 0 00% 42 North Dakota R6.1 0 0.0%
43 Nevada 837 1] 0.0% 42 South Dakota #6.1 [} 0.0%
43 New Hampshire E3.7 0 0.0% 42 West Virginia B6.1 0 0%
43 Wyoming 8.7 0 0.0% 42 Wyoming B6.] 0 0.0%
Number of wndergraduate programs ranked in top 20 percent in US, News Number of gradnate programs ranked in top categories in U.5. News
Graduate School Report per 100 educational institutions, 2014 Graduate School Report per 100 educational institutions, 2014
No uniform “exit exams™ exist through which to compare students’ post- Judging the quality of graduate institutions and their programs is just as
eraduate knowledge and assess the quality of higher education institutions. problematic as attempting to gauge the quality of undergraduate programs.
U.S. News and World Report magazine publishes one of the more popular The above table shows the count of graduate and first-professional schaols
guides on U.S. Colleges. The above table gives the number of that were ranked top-tier relative to the number of postsecondary
undergraduate programs in each state ranked in the top 20 percent both at educational institutions.
the national and regiona! level,
Sentrce: U.S. News and World Report Magazine Source: US. News and World Report Magazine
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
Top Colleges per 100 Top Programs per 100
Ll llulilmln‘:; Rank LTS Inslitullm':: sk
Indiana 13 4 Indiana 55 5
Michigon 7 16 [linois 47 [
Okhio 5 21 Michigan 4 0
Hlinois 3 30 Wisconsin 37 16
Wisconsin 1 42 Ohio 19 27
Michigan, 2011 -2014 : Michigan,2011.2014
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TWO-YEAR COLLEGE TUITION GROWTH

__Rank_

44
45
46
47
a8
49
50

FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE COSTS GROWTH

Growth Rate Change, 2(H0- Growih Rote Change, 2010-

__Sinte Seore Dilferential 2013 (Abs.) Runk __ Stuile Score DilTerentin 2013 (Abs.)
S-State Averuge J0% -8 0% S0-Sune Averuge J A% H.7%
South Dakota 161.0 -108% -1 6% | South Dakota 1290 -1.0% -12%
Minnesota 1284 -3 8% -155% 2 Minnesota 1249 DA% -11.6%
Rhode [skand 1262 33% -2.5% 3 Virginia 1218 0.1% -6.2%
North Dakota 1214 2.2% 52% 4 Rhode Fsland 121.8 1% -5.8%
New Hampshire 1174 1.3% B 1% 3 Tndiata 12207 .25 -1.8%
Florida 1156 £ 9% -39% 6 Kansas 1195 4% 00%
Idatw s DE% -165% 7 Texas 1130 0.5% -11.3%
Califormia 1135 A% -10% B lown g 0.6% HR%
Muontana 106 0.1% 446% L] Missouri 4.1 12% -52%
1 Hinois. 11h3 02% 3% 1 1llinois i 1.5% 33%
Washinglon .2 0.2% -6.6% n Montana 1"y 1.5% -B8%
Massachusetls 1095 N4 57% 12 Pennsylvania 1n.z 1L6% -2.3%
Tennessce IR0 077 5.0% 13 Maine 110.0 1.8% B.1%
lowa 8.0 0I% -6 5% 14 Florida 108 4 20% HE®
Tewn 45 1 5% A% 15 Wisconsin 108.1 206 £ 6%
Wisconsin L 167 -182% 16 Oregon 105.3 24% 1%
Maryland 1m0 6% 12.8% 17 South Candlisa 144 6% 58%
Yirginia 3.6 7% 06% 18 Michigan 044 26% -1.0%
Alabama 2.8 1.8% -30.8% 19 North Dakota 1039 2% #2%
Tndiana [[$r ] 2045 -B2% m Alaska 1036 27% -1.5%
Oregon 1024 20% 205 20 Wyomimg 1033 27% 67%
South Carolina m2n 20% 19% 22 Califoraa na3 29% SH%
New York 2 2% 6.2 ] Grorgia w16 30% 3.2
Chio 7 23% A10% 24 Idatwr HYL b ki3 2%
Pennsybvania 1S . =3% 6% B SN . ¥ O ... £ 3% B 1)
Missenart 995 2.69% 12 4% 26 Tenmnessee UJR I3% B &%
Utah Y2 26% -TI% 27 Arizona CLE 3% T3
Kentucky 98 4 8% DEt ] Nebraska 9718 35% <10 4%
Nebraska 940 29% 52% e Connecticnl Lyl 3.6% -13.4%
Mt Y621 13% 4% 30 New Jersey i 3% S52%
Arizemia 427 4.0 20% k1] Maryland 964 IR -8 8%
Coloradn 1.6 4.3% 100 2 New [lampshine wh 10% -1 %
Mississippi 914 5% 9% X} New York VAR 4.1% -H.2%
Hawnii 9.2 WG 2 3% 34 Massachuscens 939 419 69
Nevada §9.2 4 W% -5 6% 35 O UAR ] 4 1% 6 6%
Wyoming 875 52% 1R 6 Oklahama 923 431% 087
New Jersey H1.2 53% TAR 37 Washington 9.3 4.0 1A%
Vermonl 862 54% TA% 34 Coloradn YL 4.5% 4 6%
Oklabomsa 85.6 5.6% -6.5% kL Mississippi HED 6% 1A%
Michigon 847 545 -E5.01% L i Rentucky Ry.0 48% -60%
Connecticut B16 627 T.T% A1 Arknnias 885 485 8.14
New Mexico #25 0 2% 25% 42 Vermont 855 5.34% 52%
Arkansas 817 R ¥ -38 5% 13 Hawaii LR SHG -56%
North Carolima 796 6%% S.EE 44 Alabama To8 6.5% 4 R%
Drelbawnes 2 T0% DA% 45 New Mexico 723 T2% 6.6
Kansas Ty 1.2% 02% 4 Wesi Virginia 64.3 17% T4%
Georgia 74 BI% 1 4% 47 Delaware 678 TH% -101%
Wesl Virgina 595 11.3% A1% a8 North Camolina G35 4% -1.9%
Lowisiana 517 125% -4 4% 49 Ievadn 593 90% A4%
Alaskn 175 160% -T0% 50 Lowisiana 77 93% 00E

Grow th in average tuition at public two-vear institutions of higher
cebitvation refative te median household income growth, 2043

Since higher education is key to higher pay and economic advancement in
the innovation economy, access 10 education is crucial to a state’s
cconomic development. As educition costs continue o increase al rates
twa o three times that of inflation, cost remains an important determinint

of access. The above table shows the differential between the yearly growth

in average yearly twition charge for a full-time student at a public tvo-year
college relative to the growth in real median household income.,
Source: National Center for Education Statistics
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Growth in total tation, fees, room, bourd at public four-vear institutions of
higher education relative fo median household income growth, 2043

Cost is 2 key determinant of access 10 the opportunitics afforded by a
college education, In the case of undergraduate degrees, the price of room
and board, books and incidental expenses al} contribute 10 the bottom line
that students and their families must pay. The table above shows the
differential between the yearly growth in the cost of one year of full-time
education at a four-year public college or university relative 10 the growth
in real median honschold income.

Source: National Center for Education Statistics
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WORKFORCE PREPAREDNESS

States can have excellent Education scores, yet
still lack in Workforce Preparedness. In such
cases, the education system is not in tune with
the demands of the work place or better
opportunities can be found elsewhere and the
educated move out of state (brain drain).

Research indicates that Workforce Preparedness

is closely correlated with entrepreneurial
dynamism, and hence economic prosperity and
growth. For illustration, studies repeatedly show
strong positive correlation between bachelor
degree attainment in the workforce and state per
capita income growth. This driver attempts to
measure both formal educational attainment and
skill levels of the incumbent workforce.

Midwest Performance

2014
Michigan LhE
Wisconsin ok
lllinois ki
Ohio o
Indiana ik

2012 2010
ddk e
o ok
Aok sk
ek ok

* ok

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edition

_Rank State 2014 2012 2010
1 Virginia WaokRE RAERR kR
2 Maryland dokck e e
3 Massachusetls A i I L
4 Washinglion T R T
5 California - B
6 Arizona Rk Rk ARk
7 Colorado e Wk kR
B Minnesota o Rtk ek
g Connecticut *enn ke Wk
10 New Jersey o ok e
1 Michigan nkh e e
12 New York Le *x .
3 Wisconsin o * *
14 linois ek Mok dekok
15 New Mexico kN Aok wkRR
16 Texas Rk ok o
17 New Hampshire Hokk o Hilek
18 lowa % "ok e
19 Kansas *% *w Rk
20 Delaware L1 o Kok
21 Alaska e ke aewn
22 Florida L ok .
23 Qregon o - o
24 Georgia ok ** whx
25 Missouri ke ok wokok
26 Utah % ok Aok
27 Rhode Island o *% ok
28 North Carclina ¥ *k -
29 Nebraska o o -
30 Chio % ke .
N Idaho *ok *% -
32 Alabama - o *x
33 Cklahoma » » o
34 Pennsylvania L " -
35 Indiana " * %
36 South Carolina ik * *h
37 North Dakota ek - »
38 Tennessee . * ke
39 Kentucky * * -
40 Vermont » " -
41 Maine * * %
42 South Dakota ® * *
43 Hawaii * * .
44 Louisiana * *

43 Mississippi * >
46 Montana * *
47 Wyoming *» * A%
48 Arkansas * * *
49 Nevada * * *
50 West Virginia * * *
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HIGH SCHOOL ONLY DIPLOMA ATTAINMENT" POST-SECONDARY PRE-BA ATTAINMENT
Pereent of 25.and- Chuagie, 2001+ % of Pupulation 25 Change, 2001-
Runk _ State Scute older Populution 2004 (%) Runk _ Siofe Scure years aml older 2004 (%)
St)-State Averoge 282% -39% Si-State Average 30 1% od%
| Colorado 1249 21 0% 5% 1 Utzh 127.1 362% 03%
El Minnesola 1237 21 3% -119% 2 Wyoming 126.1 3I59% L3%
3 California 1203 223% 2.1% 3 South Dakot 1248 56% 7.3%
4 Maryland H7.0 232% 1.6 4 Michigan 1235 I53% SN%
5 Nebraska 1157 6% -13.3% 5 Iorth Dakota 1233 I53% = 6%
o Massachusens 1152 37% -4 1% 6 Ncbraska 1214 MHAE% B2%
7 Washington 114.6 Y% 1¥% 7 Towa 118.8 2% 4 1%
8 Kaonsas 146 9% 39 ] Wisconsin 1184 M4.1% h.8%
9 New Yurk 134 24.2% A20% 9 Minnesota 117.0 338% 10%
0 Connecticul 1134 p2 ) -11.3% 0 Tdaho 1162 6% 30%
[} Arizona 1130 333% 1Y% 1 New Mexicn 1130 2% 12 1%
12 Virginia 126 2 4% -10.2% 12 Nevada 13 324% 29%
13 Rhode Island 112 24 8% -9 3% 13 Montana n2 A% 0%
2] Lah 1108 239% % 14 Alaska [qlixe 323% =13%
IS Itinois 119.5 253% 19% 15 Mississippi 102 322% 32%
16 New Mexico 106.8 260% 0% 16 Hawaii 1098 RI%E 3%
17 North Dakota 105.8 263% I 17 Kansas 1090 3 9% 0.8%
1= Tesas 1051 26.5% -0.9% 18 Oregon 108.5 3 8% 28%
1 Orcpun 1047 26.6% L8% i9 Missuri 10649 3 A% 00%
)} New Juney 1036 26 9% B 0 Washington 1054 1% 6.5%
h]] I 101 5 17.5% 3% 21 Kemucky 1050 IO DA%
£ George 1015 215% -4 A% k] Florida 1035 J06% -1.8%
23 New Hampshire 1012 17.6% 1% 23 Arizoma 1032 305% -4 1%
b1 Michigan 1006 27 8% 5% 24 Oklahoma 1009 0% 53%
25 Korth Carolina 102 279% 34 28 Alabama 10 3 29.9% 24%
20 Wisstirsin 100.0 21.9% e 26 Sauth Camlina w7 29 T 28%
27 South Dakota o6 28 3% 61% 7 Imhiana wa 26T 15%
2% Tarva 1.3 281 -1.3% 28 Calilomia 9.6 5% |.8%
L] Alaska Y54 W% 14% 19 Atkansas 985 29,8% 37%
M Maontana 951 293% ARG 30 Georgia 982 294% 15%
L] Florida 918 2945 26% 3 Tennessee Y60 0% 4.3%
1 Missourd 913 19.5% 33% 32 Ohio 96.4 WU 39%
3 Delaware 917 30.0% B.1% 33 North Carolina Y62 24 % -5.6%
M Vermont y23 301% A 1% Kt | Texas 962 289% 3%
kL] South Carslina 910 4R “1.2% 35 Wknos 954 28 4% L%
o Mississipp: 97 W0 S5% 1.4% 36 Coloro 937 24 3% 315%
37 Tennessce 851 3.2% 11% 7 Maine 937 2K 3% -33%
kL] Alabama EH.1 31.2% 6 2% M Louistans Y14 ht ] 1%
k. Hawuii R7 8 M A% -1 3% 3 New Hampshire YiE 27499 5.6%
40 Nevada 5.3 320% 01% 0 Delaware 902 2755 64%
4 Kentucky 836 325% 2.5% X Virginia 893 27 3% 5.6%
42 Wyoming 819 1 7% 25% 42 Rhaode Island #43 26.01% 8%
43 Oklahoma 824 2 H% 0.4% 43 Maryland 83.3 259% 05%
44 Maine 814 33 1% 225 4 Connecticet 833 25 8% 12%
45 Louisiana 804 AR BA% a5 Mew York §1.6 25.4% 6%
4 Indizsna 803 31.4% 0 3% 36 West Virginia L1E 254% -5.6%
41 I*ennsylvania 79.6 33.6% -6.3% 47 Pennsylvania 79.6 25.0% 7%
a8 Ohicy 772 342% LRk 48 Vermont 7.1 248% A3%
49 Arkansas 763 MA% I18% 49 New Jersey 729 234% -10%
L] West Virginia 662 3713% - T S0 Massachusctis 647 22.46% -29%
Pevcent af Vo and-older lahor force holding ondy a high-school diploma, Percent of 16-amd-older tabor force with it ussoviate degree or equivalent
2014 or some coflege attaimneni, 2014
A ligh school diploma is the mimimum required education for loday’s Many mistakenly locus exclusively on bachelor degree allainment as a
eeonomy and, increasingly, even a diploma is becoming insufficient. Real measure ol a state’s human capital gquality. In fact. some of the most critical
wages ol those without a diploma have been declining precipitously for the occupations for industry success lie in the often fast-growing mid-level
Jast three decades. The above table shows the percentuge of each state’s categorics like highly-skilled tradesmen, technicians. cic. This metric
adult pupulation that has eamned a high school diploma or the equivalent measures those with post high school, pre-bachelor formal education and
(but not above). * Not included in subdriveridriver calcalations training= including partial college attendance, as a percentage of the adult
Sowrce: US. Census Burecn wurkforee. Source: US. Census Bureau
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
State = (lrl' I(n-un‘d-ulnlu:r Runk State % of I6-und-older Runk
Ahar Ferce Lalwr Foree
THinus 2533 15 Michigan KER D 4
Michbgzon 278% 2 WinLonsin A% 4
Wirsomnsin 2197 (] Tnadiana 290% alr)
Indina 3145 16 Dt M 9% 31
Ohus 3.7 48 [[[FARES AR 35
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i % | ) - | I o] .
| ! 2 ECh Y 18
| EHalll B
| | o n
2 i *
| % a |
i a% 0
i E F 0 i

T8 Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs



Empowaring Michigan Entrepreneurs

BACHELOR'S DEGREE ATTAINMENT PHYSICAL SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING WORKERS
% of 25-and-older Change, 2011- Percent of Change, 2011.
Rank __ State Score Papulati 2014 (%) Rank __ State Scure Occupations 2003 (%)
F-Stte Average 327 % 37% Sth-Stute Avernge 1485 -0.1%
I Massachuserts 1452 46.4% 3% 1 Michigan 1369 252% 09%
2 Maryland 137.7 44.0% 11.0% 2 Maryland 136.8 2.52% 40%
3 Connecticut 1348 43.0% 8.0% 3 Massachuseits 1357 2.49%: -l 4%
4 Colorado 318 4210% 1.6% 4 Washington 1313 2.35% -3.3%
5 New York 129.3 413% B 8% 5 Delaware 1264 220% A59%
6 New Jensey 128.6 410% 1.7% [ Colorado 123.6 2.12% 30.6%
7 Virginia 1259 40,1% 54% 7 California 1222 207% 04%
B VYermoni 1242 35.6% 11.9% 8 Connecticut 1164 1.90% 43%
9 New Hampshine 1207 38.5% 0.6% 9 Virginia 162 1 .B9% <0.3%
10 Rhode Istand 194 380% 13.7% 10 Utah 125 1 78% 22
| Minnesota 1180 31.6% B.9% 1 Alabama 1109 1 735 12.2%
12 Ihinots 1178 35% 67% 12 New lersey 1ot 1.70% 9%
13 Washingen Has insS% 6.9% 13 South Carolina im.6 1.69% <389
14 California 1) 350 5.5% 14 Minnesota 109.3 1 6B%- 43%
15 Kansas 108 2 3445 -3.5% 15 New Mexico 1093 1 6R% 4%
16 Georgia 1072 1% L% 16 Alaska 1089 L66% B.1%
17 Delaware 107.0 340% 11.6% 17 Peansylvania 1087 1.66%: 1.3%
18 Pennsylvania 146.3 338% 9.3% 18 Wisconsin W87 1.66% 13.3%
19 Oregon HM B.I% 6% 19 Texas 1086 1.66% -1.5%
20 Nebraska 08 323% B3% 20 Arizona 106.6 159% 17%
21 Maine 1007 31.9% 35% 21 New Hampshire 105.6 1.56% BA%
a3 Florida 1006 319% 29% 22 Indiana 104 4 1.53% 75%
23 Maorth Dakata 100.53 31.9% 5.3% 23 Rhode |sland 103.2 L4095 -5.3%
2] Hawaii 100.2 31 BT 0.3% 24 Ilincis 1027 1.48% 1.2%
25 North Carulina 100.1 31.7% 7.2% 25 Orepon 1009 142% 0.0%
% Alaska 9.9 HIE 10.8% 36 Oklahoma 991 137% 10.3%
27 Montana 98 3.6% DB% 27 Nonh Carolina 989 1.36% 4 1%
28 Missouri 98.7 31.3% 11.4% 28 Missouri 983 LM% -1.5%
29 Tennessee 960 304% 49% pa'l New York 579 1.33% 09%
30 Arizona 959 304% =1.4% k.4 Tennessce Y15 1.32% 6.5%
3l New Mexico 959 H0.4% 4.1% H Ohio Y13 1.31% 4.1%
32 Michigan 058 304% 13% 32 Geogia 962 1.28% 03%
33 South Carolina 954 302% 140% 33 Wyoming 962 i28% 2.46%
S Utah 939 297% 7% M Tdaho 95.2 1.25% -178%
35 West Virginia 933 29.5% 142% 35 Kansas 942 1.22% -143%
36 Texas 929 247 20% 36 Nebraska 94.2 1.22% 16%
37 lowa 927 293% 11.2% 37 Montana 934 119% -32%
38 Wisconsin 915 29.3% -1.2% 38 Louisiana 530 1.18% 2.4%
39 Kentucky 915 289% B.2% 39 Hawaii 89.6 107% -10.0%
4 Ohio 91.4 289% 15.0% 40 Florida 88.8 105% -14.6%
41 South Daketa B89 28.1% 1.3% 41 Maine 87.8 1.02% 16%
42 Alabama Ri4 27.9% 6.0% 42 Arkansas 87.0 1.00% 1.3%
43 Louisiana 817 27.7% 25% 43 Vermont 863 097% B3%
44 Indiana 875 27.6% HLO% 44 Kentucky 862 0.97% -10.2%
45 ldabo 86.7 174% 59% 45 lowa 86.1 097% -20.1%
46 Mississippi 854 270% 14.1% 46 Mississippi 848 0493% 44%
47 Oklahoma B3.1 26.2% -217% 47 South Dakota B 091% ~1.5%
48 Arkansas 78.4 247% 9.2% 48 Nonh Dakota B3 0.36% -21.5%
44 Nevada 764 240% 09% 49 West Virginia 80.2 0.79% -16.5%
50 Wyoming 712 2310% 54% 50 Nevada 76.5 0.68% -10.7%
Percent of 16-and-alder labor force holding a bachelor's degree or higher, Percent of phnsical sciences and engineering occupations, 2014
2014 Researchers and skilled scientific workers are an integral part of the
No state can hope 10 transition into the innovation economy without a innovation economy and can be a key asset in attracting high-value added
ready and plentiful stock of college graduates. A lack of them also industries with the promise of a highly-skilled workforce. Equally essentiat
suppresses overall state income and wages, as the average income for those is the retention of skilled college graduates, avoiding a "brain drain,” and
without a college degree has been sluggish or worse in recent decades. The being able to attract out-of-state workers. The above table provides the
adjacent table shows the percentage of the adult population that holds at percentage of workers in physical sciences and engineering occupations
least a bachelor's degree or the equivalent. that require at least a bachelor's degree. See Appendix for more detail.
Source: US. Census Bureau Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
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Wisconsin 293% 38 [linai 15 2
Ohio W05 30 palig - 5
Indiana 27.6% " i LE :

T —— e
B | e 211 014 |
L =g el |
= " w{ W B |
| I am [ = re | 11 i | |
| e | | | = | 1 |
1 % | 15 ! 1| BB = H
| =y -
| - L : I
3 % | - ] 1 | } Ll |
[ ¥ ] j L. ] Lo | N |
| 7% | | ] | b | I "
q | | an L L - i %0 |
b —a ol - 1 014 w1 013 4 |

mn mz2 o i |

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edition 79




Michigan Entreprencurship Score Card - 2016 Edition

TECHNOLOGY AND TECHNICIAN WORKERS INNOVATION WORKERS OUTSIDE HIGH TECH EMPL.
Pereent of Change, 3001- Percent of Cluange, 2011
Ronk _ Stale Score Occupations N4 %) Rank___ State Score Occuptinns 2004 (%)
Sik-Sture Averige 3 16% FA% St-State Averuge mi3% ENLS
1 Virginia 1563 5.060% =105 1 Massachuseus 1436 1399% 90%
2 Washingtun 1488 327% 1% ) Cornecticut 1322 1293% 23%
3 Massachusetts t40.1 4.81% V4% 3 Mimmesota 1278 12.52% 3on%
4 Maryland 1332 455% -2.1% 4 Maryland 1274 12.49% -4 4%
5 Colorado 1314 141% TA% 5 Virginia 1250 1216% 0%
3 Arizona 1214 4M% 21% 6 Culilowmia 123.6 12.13% 16%
7 California 178 3 B6% -23% 1 Ilhinanis 1228 1206% 42%
B Texas ni? 3.86% (HFR 8 Colordg 1223 11 29% | 5%
4 Minaeinta 1149 373% 4 6%F 4 New Jersey 1180 11.61% 37%
4] Utah 133 1 66% 037 (] New York 166 11.48% 54%
1 Detaware 17 3637 RN 11 Washingion 1160 1142% 507
4 New Jersey 18 359% 1% 12 Georgia 155 11.38% 24%
13 Morth Carsling 115 3 58% 0% 13 Unah (RN 11 .05% 10.0%
i+ Georgia 2 3 56% 17% 4 Onegon 114 T1IXKR BO9%
15 Comneeticut (210 36T 1% 15 Arizona 1083 10 70 29%
112 Michigan Hi7 4 INN% =23 16 New Hampshire [o8.7 1y 75% 21%
17 Penasylvant [[3N) 335% 1.8 7 Delanvare 1041 [[1%i0 s 24%
18 New Lampnhine 5.5 330% Bt 18 Rhwde Islamd G E HLST% 9 3%
19 Ohia W53 3.30% 235 19 Hawaii W58 10 48% D7
20 Kanvay WM Y 387 3.5% 20 Missouri HH B 10 %% 38%
2 Mivsotiti 14 5 1365 WA 21 lowa 142 1033% 12.5%
2 Ichraska 1y 309% -5 0% 2l Oklzhoma {1k | W .22 1.1%
n Wiscansin 10040 JO8R: -24% 24 Alazka 10238 10 2064 237
po] Oregon 1006 3.08% 595 24 Ohr 102.) 10 1% DI
15 Alabaita 1004 3.4% -5 K% 25 Michizan KR 01 % 9%
26 R skl 0.6 JR% 3% 26 INew Mexico 992 9.86% 6.6%
7 New York Y86 199% 6% 27 North Carolina 1 9 H6F 217%
28 Oklahuma 954 2U89 S0 28 Wisconsin Y80 981% | 8%
] IHinois 915 294% 54% n Maine L85 Y80% 9%
kY Tennessee 948 282% 1Y% 30 Tennessee 569 Y.64% -1.1%
3 New Mexico 26 281% -11.8% 31 Yermoant 968 9045 2%
32 Florida 940 2.T8%: 185 n Kansas 96,7 9H3% 32%
33 South Carvling 933 A% 5.5% 33 Fennsylvania 96.7 9.63% 35%
M Maine 417 273 £.7% 34 Texas 462 9.58% 31%
35 Alaska G4 2.66% 4 BF a5 ldaho Y58 9.54% H8%
36 lows a1l 265% 5% 6 INebraska 85.6 933% 13%
kY) lneltana o1l 2.68% -18% 37 Arkansas 914 Y$.13% Rd4%
38 Vermont 910 265% -123% iR Florida n3 4.13% A%
3% Idaho 823 A57% -127% 39 Indiara 386 BHT% 69%:
40 South Daknua 2 2.57% -32% 40 Kentucky 8T8 8.80% 02%
A1 Kentucky 8R.5 154% 3% 41 Nevada #62 B.66% 6 1%
42 Arkansas 876 250 95% 42 South Carolina 855 8.59% 3.2%
43 Montana 6.8 246% 34% 43 North Dakota 854 RA5R% 0.3%
44 West Virginin 854> 2.38% 7% 4+ Montana 97 805% 51%
a5 Nonb Dakota 834 231% -15.8% 45 West Viggiria 794 8.02% 1 8%
46 Wyomiag 329 2 8% 20% 46 Alabatna e 798% 0.7%
47 Louisiana 06 213% -5 0% 47 Lauisiana 86 T94% N.1%
48 Mississippi kit ] 2% 4.5% A8 Wyoming I 186% 2%
49 Hawaii 5.5 1.95% &1 49 Sowth Dakota 175 7.84% -00.6%
50 Nevada 138 1.87% 2% 50 Alississipph 771 TH1% 1.5%
Prercent of workers in technology and iechnician ocenpations, 2004 Percent of workers i quasi-science and quasi -technical occupations, 2014
The number of 1echnologists and technicians is an indicator of a state's There are many support and quisi-technical occupations that are building
support network for the innovation ecanomy and its ability 10 put ideas into blocks of an innovative state, such as managers and teachers. They might
practice. The above table shows the percentage of workers in technology be less essential 1o high-tech enterprises but are important sources of
and technician oceupations that require an associate's degree or entreprencorial talent, The above tible shows these other innovativn
pustsecondary vocational certilication, See Appendlix for mare detail, economy workers as a percent of all workers. See Appendix for more
detail.
Sourrve: US. Burcan of Lualwor Statistics Source: US, Bureau of Labor Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
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Michigamn dAT 13 Iinois 121% 1
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HIGH-TECH MANUFACTURING EMPLOYMENT

e of Totu Mrg, Change, 2011-
g

Empewering Michigan Entrepreneurs

HIGH-TECH SERVICES EMPLOYMENT

Runk  State Score Employment 2004 (%)
Sth-State Average 5.0% -05%

1 Micliigan 1372 51.0% 1.7%
2 Washington 1369 509% 1.1%
3 Connecticut 1301 48.1% A%
4 Arizona 1298 450% 1.6%
5 Kansas 1181 433% -23%
6 Texas 1149 42.1% 02%
7 Massachusets 1igp 413% 2 4%
8 California 1125 41.1% 2.1%
9 Indiana [R1F: 40.8% 39%
10 North Dakota 1093 A% 0%
11 Maryland 1089 7% 51%
12 Louisiana 108.9 39.6% -19%
3 Oklaboma 108.3 94% 1.1%
14 Keniucky 108.2 39.4% 64%
15 New Hampshire 1063 IB6% -52%
16 Ohio 195.6 3% 4.1%
17 Towa 1045 379% 24%
18 New Jemsey 1040 3% 25%
19 Missouri 103.1 3% 9.5%
20 Tenncssec 1019 I6R% 10.9%
31 Fiorida 1014 367% -3 8%
20 Vermont 012 36.6% -10.1%
23 Sowth Carlina 1010 36.5% 4.6%
2 West Virginia 161.0 365% 23%
25 Virginia 1000 36 1% 1.5%
26 Orcgon 988 I5.6% -2.3%
n New Mexico 938 3506% 134%
28 Alobama 98.6 35.5% 8.5%
29 New York 970 9% 5.7%
30 Colorado 969 HE% 1%
31 Tlinois 95.6 MHi% | 6%
32 Musissippi 945 3B9x 72%
33 Tdabo yrd 3B1% 3%
k) Uiah 90 325% ~ A%
as Minnesota B9.1 7% -L0%
6 Rhode Island 87.6 3% Y9%
37 South Dakota 873 0% L%
38 Maine #7.1 309% $8%
39 Wyoming 870 309% 1.3%
40 North Carolina B6S 0% 0%
41 Nebraska 832 4% 14%:
42 Wisconsin Toy 2R0% b4%
43 Pennsylvania 794 1785 -11%
4 Delaware 776 27.0% 2%
45 Georgia 766 26 7% 33%
46 Arkansas 613 20.6% 04%
47 Nevada 549 18.0% -3 4%
48 Montana 502 16.1% 122%
49 Hawau 334 9.4% -21.9%
{nfa) Alaska {n/a) infa) {n/a)

Percent of toral covered manufuctiring employment in high-tech
mamfactiring induseries, 2014

Advanced manufacturing describes a high value-added application of

information to industrial production. The greater efficiency that results and

higher skill levels required typically yield higher wages. Additionally, a
workforce skilled in advanced manufacturing techniques helps attract
similar employers. The above able gives the percentage of each state’s

manufacturing workers that are employed in high-technology
manufacturing industries. See Appendix for more detail,
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2014
% of Totul M

State Employment Rank
Michigan 51.0% 1
Indiana H)L8F Y
Okio 383% [
Hlinois M 3% M
Wisconsin 28.0% 42

1 Porvem ol 1ot Monlnclorng Empeyroont
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% of Totd Services Change, 2011-

Rank____ State Scare Employment 014 (%)
J0-Sune Average 68% 14%

1 Virginia 1573 14.0% -5.5%
2 Maryland 1418 11.9% -L.7%
3 Colorado 138.4 11.5% 0.7%
4 Washingion 136.5 11.2% 1.2%
5 Massachusents 1345 11.0% 32%
[ California 1250 9% ERL~
7 New Mexico 121.3 9.23% «6.9%
8 Litah 1200 92.0% 1.3%
9 New Jersey 178 87% 0.4%
10 Texas 1154 BAG 6%
1 Georpia 150 LELS 24%
[ ) Michigan 1114 79% 94%
13 Kansas 108.1 1A% 64%
14 North Carolina 1079 TA4% 15%
15 1Winnis 1068 T.3% 1%
16 Delaware 106.7 1.3% 2%
17 Alaska 1052 Ti% -14%:
18 New Hampshire 103.7 6.9% 9.3%
19 Alabama 103.1 6.8% -L1%
N Connecticut 1013 6.5% 5.6%
21 Flotida 105.0 6.5% -2.0%
22 Pennsylvania 100.4 64% 1.5%
23 Arizona 1002 6.4% E5%
24 Missoun 100.1 64% 5.6%
25 New York 99 64% 72%
26 Minaesota 989 62% 4.6%
27 ldaho o135 60% T2%
28 Oregon 973 6.0% 3.6%
2 Rhuxle Istand 973 6.0% 0.5%
30 Ohio 959 S8% -19%
3t South Corolina 95.4 5% -LI%
3R Nebraska 953 5.7% -.6%
33 Wisconsin 935 5.5% 25%
M Vermont 9314 55% 0.0%
35 North Dakota 917 53% T8%
36 Tenncssee 915 2% 04%
»n Montana %07 5.1% -12%
38 Kentucky 904 5.1% -1.7%
9 Loutsiana 886 48% 1.7%
40 Oklahoma 886 48% -62%
41 Indiann 88.1 4.8% 35%
42 Wyoming B72 A4.7% 15%
43 lowa BS.1 44% 5.6%
b Hawaii 3] 44% -49%
45 Maine 845 43% 6.9%
a6 West Virginia 835 42% -1N%
47 Mississippi 7.4 3.6% 0.6%
48 Nevada 190 3.6% 04%
(n/a) South Dakota im'al (nfa) (na)
{ral Arkznsas ima) (n/a) (n/a)

Percent of total covered service -providing employment in high-tech service

indusiries, 2014

Information technology has been important in creating new approaches (o
industrial praduction, but it spawned a revolution in many services
industries even earlier. Moreover, most information technology firms are
categorized as services. Thus, the share of services employment in high-
tech areas is an important indicator of an innovation cconomy base. The
above table gives the percentage of each state’s service-providing workers
that are employed in high-technology service industrics, See Appendix.

Source: US. Bureau of Labor Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2014

c of Total Scrvices

5 Employment
Michigan 79%
Nlinois T3%
Chio 58%
Wisconsin 5A4%
Indiana + 8%

Runk

12
15
X
i3
41

Michigan, 20112014

Errrsnd of Tami Soreann Empboymant
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ADULT EDUCATION SKILLED IMMIGRANTS
Clige, 2009- Percent of Clange, 2H 1=
Rank State Score I'ercent 003 (F) Runk Siale Score_ Population 2004 ()
S0-Sttse Average 324% 1350 5i).State Average 14% 28.5%
1 Virginia 2500 38.19% 25719% 1 New Jerscy 184.6 49% 21.5%
2 Arizona 2124 T4T% 55.%% 2 California 1793 47% 16.3%
3 Wisconsin 195.3 6.68% 429.7% 3 Mvew York 1742 45% 21.5%
4 lowa 176.% 583% R7T4% 4 Maryland 162.0 9% 410%
5 Minncsota 1479 4.49% 14 8% 5 Florida 1556 36% IL9%
0 New Mexica 1330 IB% T94% ] Massachusets 1423 0% 3%
7 Cohwrulo 1266 I51% B9 7 Contiecticist 1379 28% 16.2%
L Missouri 1184 3% 105 4% K Virginea 196 24% 17.8%
Y Idaha 1165 I 167.0% 9 Hlinois 1284 3% 154%
10 New |fampshire 1159 3101% 212.8% HE Hawai 1267 2% 2.1%
1 Alaska 1139 292% 108.1% I Newada 1248 13% 2%
12 Nebraska 1137 291% 92.9% 12 Rhode Istand 1244 219 539%
13 Minois 126 2h6% M9.2% 13 Texas 1201 200 39.9%
14 Ransas 1oz 271% 993% 14 Washinghon 185 1 9% 10.8%
15 Oregon 1105 2.76% 953% 15 Delaware 1148 1.75%: 422%
15 Maryland 088 19% BYAT 16 Minnesota 1142 L% 52%
17 Alabama 1072 26)% 83.9% 17 Arizona 140 1.7% 13.3%
14 Kenocky e 257% 83 8% 18 Georgta 118 L6% 49.6%
19 Califtemin 1053 252% 58.8% 19 Pennsylvania 1031 L1% 24 0%
20 Massachusens 1052 2152% 106 8% 0 Michigan 1018 1% -1E6%
2 Indiana 1039 246% 2% 21 New Mexicer 1014 1% B9%
2 Delaware 0 2.37% L18.6% 22 Colorado 1011 (A 08%
23 Soulk Dakots 1007 231% 942% 3 Alaska 1009 1.0% 262%
p2] Noxth Carolina 1004 230% B5% 2! Oregon 100.5 1.0% -12.5%
25 Florida 100 4 230% 102 8% 25 New Hampshire 100.3 1.0% 155%
26 Michigun 905 2.26% 61 3% 26 Vermont w7 L O% 332%
27 Ohio 984 221% 86.6% k) North Carolita v83 09% 18%
28 North Dakises 979 2.18% 72.1% 28 Utah 913 0.9% 26 1%
bl Oklahoma 8975 247% HR.O% 29 Kansus 974 09% 399%
30 Geotgin 973 2.16% BOS% 30 Luisiana 9.8 09% 238.9%
3 Texis 9292 215% 05.3% 3 lown 955 08% T 6%
32 Arkansas 96.8 213% B64% 32 South Carolina 43 07% 50%
3 Hawaii 964 2% 105.2% kx] Ohio w2 0.7% 579%
M Mississippi o 196% 154% 34 Wisconsin 941 07% 342%
35 New York 930 1.96% BIEE 35 Missouri 934 0TE H9%
36 Maine 917 1.89% #5.5% M Tennessee 922 0.6% I85%
37 Tennessee 908 | 85% 91.1% a7 Idaho 0 0.6% 549%
k] Connecticul w3 183% 1023% 38 Indliana 207 06T 122%
19 Nevada 904 1825 4% 39 Oklahoma w7 0.6% 01%
40 Washington 28y 171% 375% 40 Wyoming 899 05% 2205%
41 South Carolta 887 1.76% ORA% 41 Maine H#94 05% -3 4%
42 Rhode Istand 816 1% B28% 42 Nebraska HH 05% 04%
43 Montana 871 1.68% 10L.6% 43 Alabama 883 05% 209%
44 Pennsylvania 864 1.68% B1.8% 44 Arkansas B19 0.4% 419%
45 Lawisiana B6.6 1.66% B5.3% 45 North Dakota H7.8 0.4% -1.2%
46 New Jersey 865 1.66% ¥17% a6 Montana 856 03% 98 7%
47 Wesm Virginia mni 1.25% 24 2% 47 Mississippi a2 0.3% 58%
44 Vermuonl 616 0.55% A9 % 48 Kentucky R1H 02% -6 7%
49 Wyoming 553 023% HIH% 44 West Virginia H2l 02% -44.3%
50 Utah 515 DAHE YT % 50 South Dakuta 816 0.1% 207%
Postsecomdary enroliment of 30-vear-olds and above to a staie’s above-30 Permanent or temporary forcign-born residents with a bachelor’s degree
population, 2003 or figher as o percent of the total population. 2014
Contimious skill development and knowledge accrual, or “lifelong Silicen Valley has proven that highly skilled foreign warkers can be an
lcaming.” is un important component of innovation econamies. The needs integral part of an innovation network. With states facing inevitable
of emplayers are changing too quickly for workers to rely on past demographic shifts, the ability to attract well-cducaed workers from other
education, Adult college enroliment will be an important source of lifelong countries becomes increasingly relevant. In recent years, this has become
lcarning. This figure is & ratio of postsecondary cnroliment of 30-year-olds all the more critical due to federal curtaitment of the entry quota for holders
and above 10 a state’s above-30 population, published every two years. of H1B visas.
Souree: Nationed Conter for Education Statistics Sewrce: US. Bureau of Labor Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2013 Midwest Performance, 2014
Stale Percent Rank State Percent of Population Rank
Wiscomsio 67% 3 Hllimuis 2% 5
tinois 24 13 Mlchipgun 1.1% 0
libana 1.5% Al _Oh“' 0.7% 13
Michigun 3% 6 Wisconsen 07% h1]
Ohicr 2o 7 Indizina 6% 3t
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BUSINESS COSTS*

While national monetary policies must keep a
close watch on inflation trends on a near-term
basis, long-term national and global trends would
appear to be disinflationary due in large part to
global overcapacity. Productive-capacity
investments made during the boom times of the
1890s, along with a global shift to free enterprise
economics, have combined to put downward
pressure on prices for standardized products and
services. The result is that many businesses have
lost their pricing power. Their response is to
improve productivity and to control costs. Doing
both requires innovation and tight financial
management.

Some argue that business costs are no longer as
important a factor in location and expansion
decisions as in previous decades. To the
contrary, intense competition forces businesses
to routinely consider lower cost areas in which to
operate, including overseas locations, while
concurrently investing in new technologies and
methods to improve productivity, thus lowering
costs at current locations. The Business Costs
Driver is based on 10 metrics, weighted according
to their relative importance in the “typical
business" cost equation.

Midwest Performance

2014 2092 2010
Michigan *okok skakok ko
Oth ek ok ki
]ndiana ek Sesjeok #kkEk
linois *k Rk ok
Wisconsin *k ok ok

* Metrics are given unequal weighis in the calculation of this
driver grade. Weighting is 57 percent unit labor cosis; 6
percent business taxes; 6 percent state business tax
structure; 12 percent industrial rents; 7 percent energy costs;
2.5 percent worker's compensalion premiums; 2.5 percent
worker’s compensalion costs; 5 percent heaithcare
premiums; 1 percent unemployment insurance cosfs and 1
percent unemployment insurance tax structure. See Data
Sources appendix for more delails,
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Rank State 2014 2012 210
i Wyoming TR
2 South Dakota * ek okekakk P
3 Tennessee dkh nE okx
4 Louisiana LEEE T P T ok
5 Texas ok Rk P
6 Mississippi LT T ERE
7 Nevada T ok
8 Idaho wREE ook Wk Rk
9 Nebraska dek — F—
10 West Virginia wnn *kk nn
1 Arkansas TREE - —
12 fowa nwn T P
13 Alabama - - e
14 Washington *ak wRkw LT
15 Connecticut ok ko ok
16 Montana ok ok e
17 Utah Rk *okok e
18 North Carolina ok Rk .
19 New Mexico *ok — —
20 Kansas Wk - ok
21 Missouri o "k P—_—-
22 Michigan Hoxk wak *E
23 Oklahoma LIt o -
24 Ohio ek *on ek
25 Indiana kR T R,
26 Georgia L e oy
27 Kentucky Ll ok Kk
28 OFEQOI'I *kk stk ook
29 Virginia *xh R S—
30 South Carolina Ak rekk —
3 Arizona ik ek LT
32 Minnesota R W "
33 New York ok P Rk
34 Detaware L K Wk
35 llinois o K wx
36 California ¥ e ek
kr) Maryland * " -
38 Florida ¥ *n %
3g Wisconsin e *x ok
40 Hawaii *x - -
41 Rhode Island . Ak ~
42 Pennsylvania e ek o
43 Colorado ** *ok o
44 New Jersey " *ok -
45 Alaska e ® e
48 Vermont » aok o
47 New Hampshire * * *
48 Maine * P "
49 Morth Dakola * % ™
50 Massachuselts * * *
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UNIT LABOR COSTS ENERGY COSTS
Chunge, 2011~ Chunge, 200 (-
Runk _ Stote Sevre ladex 4%} Runk _ State Score I'er kiluwalibour 2H4{%}
Si)-Surte Average a0 10-Sate Avernge Hil. iR Hd%
1 Wyoming 1248 94 13% 1 Washingwn 1244 S0.061 6.1%
b Tennessee 1294 94 -1.4% b West Virginia 157 S0.4069 -32%
3 Texas 126.1 L) -14% 3 Oklahoma 1153 $0.070 67%
4 Louisiana 123.1 95 20% 4 Arkansas 1145 20070 2%
5 South Dakot 1229 u5 20% 3 Idaho 1139 007 232%
] Mississippi Bz 95 1.0% [ Texas 1132 $0.072 -5 0%
7 Connecticut 143 97 L4% 7 Towa 128 $0072 10.1%
8 Idaho 1136 97 08% B Utah 1116 $0407) 173%
9 West Virginia "z 97 9% 9 Oregon g 50,074 8.0%
19 Nebraska 125 r 08% 1] Virginia 1092 s0.075 42%
11 lowa 1124 98 0.0% 1 Kentucky 1087 $0.076 YA%
12 Hawati 1104 98 9% 12 Montans 1087 $0.4076 3%
13 Nevada 113 uB 1.5% 13 Louistana 108.6 $0076 12%
14 Alabama 1.3 o 19% 14 MNonh Camling 1080 0076 T Y9%
15 New Kexico 183} s -1.5% 15 Missouri 1me $0.076 99%
38 Washington 1074 v 1.0% 16 Wyoming 1067 $0.077 180%
1?7 Arkansas 11:.1 ¥ 0% 17 South Dukotn 104.5 $0.079 138%
L Mewuann ms3 o ) 5% 1] Sebraska 13 £0.081 12.3%
(B Kunsas 43 W 4% 19 North Dakota 1016 50.082 1B5%
2 Aashs 103 6 100 -23% n IMinaris mz2 $0 082 94%
b Calfornia 103.3 100 0 1% 21 Minnesola 100.7 0083 49.7%
wal New York 2.5 100 1.0 i | South Caralina 100.7 $0.083 7%
23 Ohiv 100.3 100 DA% 23 Arizona 100.6 £0.083 34%
M NonhCamlma W03 W0 2% 3 Nevadn 1006 50.083 57%
25 Michigan (Y] 1.1 20% 25 Ohio 100.5 $0.083 _54%
6 Oklshoe 99.| 101 09% 26 Tennessee 99.5 £0.084 1%
il Unah 4.6 101 0.6 2 New Mesico 98.9 S0.084 11 6%
R} Geurgia 96.2 01 1.0 ) Indiana 98.7 £0.0185 133%
229 Kentucky 942 101 0.24 X Alabama 98.6 $0.085 1.3%
3o Mkerwis 958 101 05% 30 Georpea 93 $0.085 3.2%
3 Tocliana 95.1 101 24% kl| Pennsylvanio 975 £0.086 -35%
32 Minncsota %5 12 -09% 32 Mississippi 96.3 $0.087 B4R
3 New Jersey 944 102 0 9% 33 Colorada 952 $0.084 64%
M Missouri 943 102 01% H Florida 940 50089 -3 4%
35 South Carslina 943 02 023% 35 Kansas 93] 5009 15.4%
in Oregon 934 102 0.2% 36 Wisconsin 91.1 $0.091 30%
37 Arizuna 933 102 0.6% n Michigan 2.7 50,093 51%
38 Vermont 916 1n2 09% ki Delaware He 3 50,095 -24%
3 Virginin 913 12 D9% » Maryland B6 0.0 0.7%
-+ Florida B9 133 -0.3% 40 Maine 75 $0.108 3%
41 Wisconsin BBY 103 -0.8% 4] New York 666 0014 4 V%
42 Maryland B4.7 103 -1.3% 42 New Jersey 505 50123 -1.5%
43 Pennsylvaniz B3 103 A0 9% 43 YVermont 550 80124 34¥F
44 New Hampshire 85.1 104 23 4 vew Hanpslire 408 0131 A1 2%
45 Maine B23 104 0.5% 45 Massachusens 404 .37 -1Avi
46 Cotorado BLS 105 1 5% 45 Riwde Island 44 0,137 164ri
47 North Dakow S [[1+] 1 TR 47 Culifornia a4 LAN B n%
48 Massachusetts I 107 -13% 44 Cunnecticat kAN 0142 1.2%
{n'a) Rhodz Island (na) (n/a)y (na) 49 Aliaka 1 H 0,164 637
() Delaware (nfay (/) (n/a} 50 lEawaii 500 5532 (]

Unit lahar cost index, 2014

The single largest cost affecting most employers is labor. The real cost of
labor, however, is not the simple hourly wige, bt the cost per unit of
vutput. If the labor force is sulficiently productive, high wages do not mean
high unit lubor costs. The measure of unit Jabor costs 1s derived both from
the 1otal value of output and from the 1otal cost of labor, Higher values
mean more expensive Libor per unit of output, and a value of 100 is equal
1o the LS. average. It is adjusted for the industry mix in each state.
Source: Burcan of Econonic Analvsis

Midwest Performance, 2014

Seate Inilex Runk
Ol 100 i ]
Michigan 100 23
Viliins 1 kH]
Tidiana (IH]] Rl

Wiscunsin 1n3 H
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Average industriad and commercial energy price per kilowatt-howr, 2014
Although of less importance than labor, health insurance, and 1axes, energy
costs are nonctheless a core concern of employers. Like the other metrics in
this section, energy prices are also highly variable across states. The above
table shows the average industrial and commercial energy costs per
kilowati-hour.

Sewrce: Economy com

Midwest Performance, 2014

Stnie Per Kilowatd Hour Rank
[[[F, %513 S 0E2 i}
Ohio SRS 5
Idiani SORS 28
Wisconsin WY ]
Michipun $0.093 37
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WORKERS' COMPENSATION PREMIUMS

Rate per $100 of Change, 20{9-

Ronk Stafe Score payroll WI{%)
S0-Stare Average 3188 8I%

1 Korth Bakota 131.2 5088 -137%
2 Teliana 1255 5106 -8.6%
3 Arkansas 1248 $1.08 -B5%
4 Massachuseits 1220 SL.17 -H0%
4 Virginia 1220 5117 -158%
6 Nevada 1191 51.26 -40.8%
7 Utah 1175 $1.31 -10.3%
B Oregon 1155 $137 -189%
B West Virginia 1155 $1.37 -255%
10 Colorado 1114 51.50 T9%
1 Kentucky 111 S1.51 3%
12 Kansas 1098 SL.55 04%
13 Mississippi 108.5 5159 -189%
14 Atizona 1082 S1.60 H4%
15 Texas 1019 51.61 =324%
16 Maryland 1069 51.64 0.6%
17 Michigan 105.6 5158 208%
18 Okio i03.7 s 213%
13 Georgia 1034 $175 -159%
20 Wyoming 103.0 51.76 -1.7%
21 Nebraska 2.4 5178 9.6%
p5d Alabama 1.4 SLat 26.1%
ak) Florida 1011 S1.82 T
p Huwaii .2 5185 BR%
24 Nonth Caroling 100.2 51.85 127%
26 Scuth Dakota KWE 51.86 J9%
ha) lowa 992 $1.88 335
28 Wisconsin 979 8192 -13.1%
2 Tennessee 970 S1LYS 11.0%
30 Missowri 96,0 S198 424
31 Minnesota 957 S -12.3%
3l New Mexico 957 5199 42%
3 Rhxle Island us7 5199 15%
H Pennsylvania 954 5200 I3R%
34 Sauth Carolina 954 S2.00 -160%
34 Washington 954 $2.00 20%
37 Idaho 950 5201 15%
k13 Maine 95 $218 -14.7%
39 New Hampshire 89.6 S2 18 0%
40 Montana BY6 $52.21 -33.6%
41 Louisiana BEO §22 B3
42 Delaware 854 §2.3t 49%
43 Vermuont B8 $1.33 50%
4 Minais 841 5235 ~23.0%
45 Oklahoma n? 52.55 -11.2%
46 Alaska 736 $2.68 -135%
47 New York 713 $2.75 17.5%
48 New Jersey 6.1 5282 115%
49 Connectictt 675 5287 12.5%
50 Catifornia 419 53,48 29.9%

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs

WORKERS' COMPENSATION COSTS

Benefits per S100 of Change, 2014)-

Rank __ State Score Covered Wapes I (%)
S50-Stare Average 097 -5 9%

| Texas 1283 $0.40 %
E Arkansas 1236 S049 -13%
3 Massachusetts 1215 S0.53 1%
4 Utah 199 $(.56 -13%
5 Virginia 1194 5057 4%
[ Indiana 1189 $0.58 0%:
7 Michigan 1157 5064 -20%
8 South Dakota 1147 30,66 -18%
9 Arizona 1136 50.68 %
0 Kansas 1H1s $0.72 -13%
10 Nevada 115 5072 -23%
1o New Hampshire s 50.72 -23%
13 Tennessee 1110 $0.73 -8%
14 Colorado 1100 $0.75 5%
15 Maryland 1094 8076 -B%
16 Rhonde Tsland 1039 5077 8%
17 Minncsota 106.8 081 9%
I8 Missouri 105.8 S083 0%
19 Nebraska 104.7 $0.85 3%
2 Alabama 102.4 S0.50 -5%
21 Mississippi i01.6 5091 -10%
2l Orzgun 101.6 s091 -13%
3 Georgla 160.5 093 -2
23 Ghio 100.5 5093 -16%
p] Conpecticur 100.0 S0.94 1%
25 New Mexico 1000 S0 94 T
a7 Morth Caralena OH.4 s0.97 5%
28 Nonh Dakota v1e SO 9K 5%
9 Kentucky 97.4 LU -5%
30 [tinois 969 S100 <12%
3 New Jersey 969 S1.00 0%
32 New Yark 453 $1.03 10%
2 Wisconsin 953 $103 4%
34 Florida 942 S1L05 3%
M Hawaii 932 b0 5%
36 Louisiana 932 SEn7 2%
37 Pennsylvania 91.1 $1.11 8%
3 Idaho 90.6 S1.12 -5%
khi fowa .6 5112 6%
0 Maine 2040 53 8%
41 Delaware 82.5 $114 %
42 Yettmont 814 117 6%
43 South Carafina 817 5129 -1t%
+ Catifornia 5.4 5141 4%
45 Oklahona 722 5147 -1%:
46 Washington 67.0 5157 =13%
47 Wyoming 605 S1.58 12%
48 Moniana 655 5154 -18%
49 Alaska 654 51.60 1%
50 West Virginia 02 s 3%

Average workers " compensation benefits paid per 100 af covered wages.
2013

A state’s worker’s compensation benefits structure drives the premium
schedule for business, alongside other policy considerations. While this
measure is a cost (o the staie, it directly affects employer costs if the
program is to maintain solvency. There is definite correlation between this
metric and the Workers” Compensation Premiums metric. The table shows
a state’s average workers® benefits rate paid per $100 of covered wages,
Source: National Academy of Social Insurance

Midwest Performance, 2013
Benellts per ST of

Average workers ' compensation raie paid per $100 of payroll, 2013
Workers' compensation and unemployment insurance costs are largely
refiected in unit labor costs. When firms evaluate state and local taxes, they
frequently lump in compensation and unemployment insurance costs.
However, businesses do take these factors into account separately when
making relocation and expansion decisions and are therefore shown
separately in this report. The table shows a state's average workers”
compensation rate paid per $100 of payroll. published every two years.
Source: Oregon Department of Consumer & Business Services

Midwest Performance, 2013

e Hate e e Rank B Covercd Wages Rank
payroll )
lediana 5106 2 Indiana .58 6
Michigan 5168 17 Michi_gnn 064 ;,'
Dihio S1.74 18 tho 093 33
Wiscansin S1.92 e Hinois 1.00 0
llinois $1.35 4 Wisconsin 103 32
Michigan, 2010 - 2013 l Michigan, 2009 - 2013
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UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE COSTS UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE TAX STRUCTURE
Change, 20011, Change, 2(111-
Runk  State Score Rate 2004 { %) Rank _ Stale Score Imlex 2014 (%)
Jth-Swre Average 238% 77 5()-Sune Average 500 02%
! South Dakota 1213 0.9% -30.1% i Oklahoma 1268 634 0%
2 North Dakota 1187 1.16% -132% 2 Delaware 1189 6,00 -2.9%
3 Mississippi 181 1.20% -H.6% 3 Florida 1183 597 8%
4 Utah 1174 1.25% -188% 4 Arizona 1164 588 T1%
5 Oklaloma 1148 1.42% =33 5% 5 Ohio 162 547 4 6%
6 Nebraska 1145 | 4% -54.3% L] Louisiana 1160 5.86 0 7%
[ Tennessce 1145 L 44% 57.0% 7 Indiana 1158 585 26%
8 New Mexico 136 1.50% -105% B Mlississippi 1148 5.80 23%
9 Idahe 123 1.5%% 44 9% 9 Kansas 1146 579 0.1%
4] lowa 1.8 1.62% B 10 New Menico 1129 57 33%
1] Louisian L9 1.68% -11 9% 1] North Carolina 1118 5.66 27%
12 Washinglon 1108 1.69% “242% 12 Missowri 111.6 565 -1.6%
13 Hawaii 4 178% -32.8% 12 Nebraskn e 565 3%
14 Moantana 14 1.80% -5.0% 4 California 4 564 1 4%
14 New Hampshire 1091 1.80%: ~9.5% 15 Texas 1087 551 05%
16 Minnesota 107.6 | 50% -189% 16 North Dakota 107.5 545 13%
16 Nevala 1076 1 50% 28% 17 Vermuont 1058 L XY 23%
1] Missouri W6 210% -10.7% 18 Muontana 1.6 531 1%
149 Nurth Carulina 1031 120% DI9% 19 Washengton 1033 525 DY%
i} Alabama 1021 221% ~.1% mn Conneclivut 14125 53 57%
et Delaware 1013 2.32% -154% 21 Maryland 107 517 28.0%
aicl Arizong (]t 233% 5.0% 22 LUtah 101.5 516 5.5%
i Georgia 0 234% -6.6% 23 West Varging 1012 518 1 6%
23 Kansas 1o 2% ~121% 4 Alazka Hx).8 513 1.3%
25 Wyaming 1.3 239% <20 % 25 Alahama 1000 5.0 06%
20 South Carolina 97 243% -29.5% 25 Teanesser 100.0 Sl ci L S 14%
ex Colorda 978 256% -21.6% oy} Wiscomsin 992 505 -1.6%
it Maine 91.5 158% -14.0% 28 Flawaai 983 s 2%
k] Texas 915 258% -17.8% 29 Minnesota 9T 7 498 29%
0 Alaska 969 262% 52% n Oregon 9715 44T 7.6%
3 Virginia 969 262% 0.1% 3 New York 942 4 81 3%
32 Ohio 254 2% -24.3% n New Jersey 210 4.4 28%
33 Marylmd 95.1 204 -1 8% 33 lowa 923 472 A 3%
34 Oregon 98 270% -104% M Wyamng 909 465 -31%
35 Indiama 937 28¥% -104% 35 Colorade 904 463 T8%
in Flurida 934 285% 164% 36 Georgia BRH 455 4. 1%
i7 New Jersey Y27 2% -29% 37 Virginia LEE) 453 11%
38 Waest Virginia 909 In2G A% 38 Ilinois #7735 4.8 5%
kL) Arkarsits §9.2 303% -8 1% 34 Atkansus Bh7 445 -152%
40 Kentuchy RB74 32R% “T5% 39 South Canalina L 145 -1.5%
41 Wiscomsin 422 360% 1557 41 South Dakota 457 340 0%
42 Rhode Island 805 7% -2 1'% 42 Maine %)) 432 -13%
43 Mlassachusetis Y 375% -112% 43 INevada B8 43 0.2%
44 Himois LLE 390% 11.4% 44 New Hampshire M 411 3.3%
+3 Cunnevticus T2 393% -l 4% 45 kentucky TH4 405 0.2%
Jan Vermont 6.6 39T%E 0 3% 46 Idabws 6.1 M 37%
47 Michigan 05 R -85 47 Michigan 2 A75 109%
4K New Yark 689 + 49% 2uq 8 Massachusetts s 167 929%
49 Californin 604 502% 5AR 44 Rhade 1slaxl 66.5 348 67%
Bl Pennsy Ivinia 418 630% -3.2% 50 Pennsylvonia LR ] 335 -28 6%
Average emplover comributions as a percemage of xable wages, 2044 Teax Foundetion Unemplovment Insurance Tax Index, 2014
Unemploymient insurance costs are another major labor cost lactor that is The Tax Foundation in its annual State Unemployment Insurance Tax
olten only evaluated in combination with compensation costs. However, Index scores states higher that have fewer the distortions, a simpler tax
businesses do take these factors into account separately when making structure, o broader base and lower rtes, with a maximum score of 10. The
relocation and expansion decisions. The above table shows the average Unemployment Insurance Tax Index is made up of two sub-indexes - the
unemplayment insurance rate paid by the employer in each state paid on unemployment insurance 1ax rate sub-index and the tax base sub-index. See
taxable wages. Appendix for more detail.
Sotrce: US. Department of Labor Sotree: Tax Foundation
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
Stale Rate Runk State Index Runk
Ohm * 15 n Chio 567 5
Tndiana JHT 35 Indiana 585
Wisconsin 16% a1 Wiscansin 505 27
Hhnois 393 H inois 44 I8
Michizun 4% 47 Michigan 375 47

| Michigan, 2010 - 2014 Michigan, 2010 2014
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BUSINESS TAX BURDEN

Empowaring Michigan Entrepreneurs

STATE BUSINESS TAX STRUCTURE

Change, 2011. Change, 2011~

Rank __ State Seore Percent 2004 (%) Rank  Sinte Score Index 2004 (%)
30-Srpte Average 30% 485 St0-State Average 5.30 6%

1 Connecticut 1193 A% -5.6% ! Nevada 2194 10,00 005
1 Oregon 1193 34% 9% 1 South Nakota 2194 10.00 00%
3 Missouri li7.6 3.5% -16.7% 1 Wyoming 2i94 1000 00%
3 North Carolina 1.6 3% 0.0% 4 Missouri 1202 598 S23%
5 Indiana 1143 17% =11.9% 5 Utah 1182 590 -2 8%
5 Michigon 143 3% -159% & Virginia 1168 5.84 -13%
7 Grorgin 126 K% -9.5% T Oklzhama 1155 574 2M%
7 Maryland 1126 8% 0.0% B Georgin 1148 576 -24%
7 Utah 1126 IE% 5.6% 9 Hawaii 1146 575 -5.6%
7 Virginin 1126 38% -5.0% 9 Michigon 1146 5158 TLI%
n Louisiana 109.2 4.0% -11.1% 1 Mississippi 1123 5.66 2
12 Massachuscits 107.5 4.1% -4,7% 12 Colorado 108.4 5.50 3%
12 New Hampshire 107.5 4.1% -109% 12 Sauih Carnlina 1084 5.50 -23%
12 Ohio 1015 1.1% -14.6% 14 Florida 107.6 547 S13%
15 ‘Tennessee 105.9 42% ~4.5% 15 Marylznd 1064 542 -2.3%
16 Arkanszs 1042 43% ~1.4% 15 Tennessee 106.4 542 <24
156 Colorado 10422 43% 4.4% 17 West Virginia 1049 536 6.8%
16 Nebraska [1X el 43% -122% 18 Montana 1047 535 -3.4%
19 Alabama 1025 44% -10.2% 19 North Dakota 104.2 533 04%
19 California 1025 44% -17.0% it} New York 1017 531 1.0%
19 Delaware 1025 4.4% 189% 21 Idaho 025 526 -1.5%
23 lddaho 100.8 45% <2.3% 2 Indiana 1025 526 2.1%
2 lowa 1008 4.5% 4.3% 23 Louisiana 1022 515 28%
22 Pernsylvania 100.8 4.5% -100% 24 Arizona 1020 5.24 4.0%
n Wisconsin Ino.8 4.5% 43% 25 North Carolina 100.5 5.18 0%
26 Minnesota 992 4.6% 23% 26 Chio 99.5 514 -2.7%
26 South Dakota 991 4.6% 0.0% 27 Alabama 975 506 -19%
28 Kansas Y715 4.7% -14.5% 27 Washington 9715 506 -2.7%
28 Renmucky 975 4.7% -T8% 29 Kentucky 958 4.99 -23%
28 Oklaboma 915 4.7% 1.8% 30 Alaska 95.3 497 -25%
31 Arizona 94,1 49% 0.0% 3 Nebraska 5.3 4193 23%
k1| South Camling .1 49% -20% 2 Connecticut 916 4.86 -1.8%
31 Texas 941 49% -19% 33 Wisconsin 91.9 4.83 -1.0%
3 Itinois 925 5.0% 42% k] California 914 481 8.6%
35 New Jersey 90.8 5.1% 0.0% 35 Mew Mexico 9059 4.79 39%
£l Florida 89.1 52% -17.5% k) Oregon 90.4 437 42%
7 Rhbaxde bsland B4 53% -54% 37 Massachusetts 8.6 4.74 -1L0%
38 Muntana 85.7 54% ~100% 38 Kanaas 859 459 -34%
34 Nevada BS7 54% 19% kY Texas 854 4.57 -24%
33 Washingtan 857 54% -1.8% 40 Arkansas B5.2 4.56 -18%
41 New York B0 3% -B.1% 41 New Jerscy 83.2 448 -24%
42 West Virginia 723 6.2% 100% 42 Vermont 815 441 -3 3%
43 Hawaii 690 6.4% 457 43 Rhoxde Esland LK 439 -3.9%
43 Maine 9.0 64% -12% 44 Minnesota Bo0 435 2.7%
45 Mississippi 67.3 6.5% 4.8% 45 Maine 0 431 128%
+6 New Mexico 1.8 0% Gi% 26 Pennsylvania TR 428 -2.3%
47 Wyoming 539 1% 21.5% 47 [Hinois T4 4.12 1.0%
14 Vermont 505 1.5% 29% 45 New Hampshire 68.7 389 35%
49 Alaska 271 B0% ~122% 49 Towa 640 3,70 24%
50 Nenh Dakota -16.6 11.5% 2175.0% 50 Delaware 4923 o -1.9%

State and local business taxes per dotiar of private economic activiry, 2014
Taxes, typically highly varied across states, are a key component of states’

compelitive positions, es;

pecially for businesses, A business-friendly tax

policy helps to attract firms, The measure for business taxes is taken from a
study prepared by Emst & Young for the Council on State Taxation. The

above 1able shows the sh
1o lolal business revenue
gross domestic product.
Source: Ernst & Young

are of state and local business taxes in proportion
for the most current fiscal year as represented by
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Tax Foundation C orporate Tax ndex, 2014

The Tax Foundation in its annual State Business Tax Climate Index
evaluates that the fewer the distortions, the simpler the tax structure, the
broader the base and the lower the rates, the higher the index score, with a
maximum of 1. The Corporate Tax Index is made up of 1wo sub-indexes -
the tax rate sub-index and the tax base sub-index. See Appendix for more

detail,

Source: Tax Foundation

Midwest Performance, 2014

State Index
Michigan 575
Indiana 526
Ohio 5.14
Wisconsin 4.83
IHinaits 4,12

Rank

26
33
47

Michigan,2011-2014

87
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METRO INDUSTRIAL RENTS SMALL BUSINESS HEALTH CARE PREMIUMS
Chunge, 2011+ Change, 2001+
__Rank __ Stale Seare Index 2004 (%) Rank ___ State Scure Dullurs 2014 (%)
50-State Averuge 36.5 7 4% S1)-Strte Averaue 342 RE
1 Arkunsas 105.4 434 2.0% 1 Idaho 1213 $6.269 202%
E! Kentucky 1045 61 153% 1 Nevada 1184 §731) -11.3%
3 Wisconsin 4.2 5471 (n/a} 3 Montana 181 57,256 -19.5%
4 Nebraska 3y 5180 {n/a) 4 Missouri 167 7401 -15.9%
5 Lodtana 103% 481 ) 4%: 5 Arkansas 115.1 571573 6.1%
[ Missouri 1036 4150 16457 il Missisippi 1143 S7.660 4H.2%
7 Alabama 103.6 5490 {nfa} 7 North Daketa 142 7670 -11.6%
L} South Carvlina 103.3 S499 -15.6% B Minnesota 1235 $7.876 -204%
& North Carolina 1031 $5.07 13.0% 9 Nebraska 1120 $7.503 -10.5%
1 Chia 1023 5.6 TA% 0 Orecgon 1.3 STU58E -12.0%
1 Winois 0.9 $5.44 5% ] South Cacolina HLY SR001 -11.9%
12 Tennessee 1014 5559 YR% 12 Kentucky 100 SH.1 18 -8.6%
K] Michigon 1010 $572 18 £ 13 New Mexico Hiph] S8.172 -17.3%
14 Georgi 1006 S5.43 05% 14 Washington 1.4 SH.178 17%
15 Connecticist 1000 5613 142% 15 Georgia 1093 SK.190 -121%
10 by 100 $6.05 148% 16 INorth Carolina 1089 $3.235 305
17 Nevada TTTeR 36,64 AR 17 Arizona 1078 S84 -14.4%
14 Maryland 9B $6.67 40%: 8 Oklahoina 076 S4.375 92%
14 Penisylvania 9227 676 9% 19 Tennessee 1956 S8.58Y G9%
20 New Mexien 91.2 £691 {rz} 2 lidiana W B 4,659 29%
21 Massachuseils us2 5754 3% d | Connecticul 1034 SEHI0 ~HY 5%
upd (AT 952 §7.55 2044 i ] Michigan [ {1 SR04 IN%
23 Oregon 948 $7.60 LU 23 Wyoiming 1.6 SU G -T16%
24 Tevas 4319 £795 6% 24 South Dakota 100 4 i3 25%
15 Arizom Y2 8 $H.30 REY i 25 Maine WY 0, 168 8%
n Calitfomia 917 $8.05 647 6 West Virginia 95 £2.202 6T%
iy Washingion 91.3 $8.75 A7 27 Louisiani %) 2 0.273 0I%
e ) Florida LHE $9.61 2% 28 Pennsylbvania 98 59,300 B.1%
p] Tlawaii T84 51281 {nfa) 4 Colordo YTk LUNTE 047
] Alieki {nfa) {nfa} (n/a) 0 Flarida 9 $9.578 227
) Dilamane (wa} (mia) {n'a) 31 Vermoht U6 9,649 26%
{n'uh lwa (n'ak (n'a) infa) 32 Delaware 934k K20 12 4%
(i) Kamsas tn/a) () (nfa} 33 Alabama w0 K2R 152%
(e Lowisiana (wal {nfa) (n/a) 34 Virgimia $1.6 S0 5.4%
nhy Maitie (n/n} (/a) (n/al 35 Hawail 1.0 S1.150 10.8%
il Minncsota (n/a) (nfa) {na) 36 Uah 94 $10.207 1% 0%
tnfa) Mississippi ima) () infi) 37 Karnsas o2 S10.229 1295
(il Maoniana {na) {a) {(nfa 38 lowa KK.6 510597 2%
{nw New Hampshire {nfa} {n/a} (i} 9 Texas 8710 SISTT i
{nfa} New Jersey in‘ak (nfad {n/a) 40 Ohto 2D $10.677 18 6%
{nfa) New York {n/a} i inal 4l Maryland 837 S50 163%
() North Dakiia in'n) i ('m 42 California Ry S11L.006 16.8%
(nfa) Oklaluima {n'n} {nfa) {na) 43 linois #2H sS1L01e 9.4%:
() Rinnde Island (nfan) ol ) b New Harmpslure 823 SLLTS 5.6%
{na) Southy Dakota (wal (o) {na) a5 Rhenle Tsland BOS 511267 Q0%
(ray Utah () (n'at (i'a) qh Wrcnnsin 177 £113563 15.6%
[ Yermonl {n'a) {nfu) twa) 47 Alaska 767 $11.606 -127%
inf Virginia {5 1] (n'sh {na} 48 New York n1 512399 B9%
{n'ap West Virginia (al (ma) {ra) 49 Massachusens 715 512239 63%
[} Wyesming ina) (n'al tnfa) 50 New Jersey 6313 L1340 nI%
Motro Industrial Reats Index average, 2004 Average of mean single anel famity preminms for firms with 99 or fewer
emplovees, 2014
Industrial oceupancy costs rank high as a site-Jocation factor, after As health care costs continue to escalate, the cost of employer-provided
availability of wansportation and utilities. availability of labor, and site health insurance is increasingly becoming a concern for employers. The
characteristics. The best available methad of comparison is to use regularly variztion of these costs from state-to-state ofien reccives scant attention.
reported rents for major metro areas in each state. The above table lists the But health care insurance costs can be a signiticant determinant of firms’
average imlustrial rent per square foot for the main metropolitan arca in willingness to locate to or remain in a given state. The above table is an
each state. average of total single and family coverage health insurance premiums

across all plan types for companies with 99 or fewer cinployees.
Sonrce: US. Deparnnent of Health and Human Services

Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
State Average Prendum Runk
Stule Indlex Runk liwkisna SB.657 2
W consin 7 3 Aichigan K94 22
i!'ltl.‘.:l'l.l S48 5 Ol 10,677 Al
thl!. §513 [LH] s SIH 43
Minois 554 I Wiseonsin S11.563 o
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PRODUCTIVITY AND LABOR SUPPLY

One of the fundamental drivers of economic
health is quantity and quality of iabor available in
a state. The Workforce Preparedness Driver
measures quality of [abor. This Driver measures
the inflow and availability of labor in a state and
the efficiency with which workers produce goods
and services. High productivity, coupled with a
good supply of skilled labor, is necessary to

maintain a rising standard of living and to keepthe

cost of doing business competitive.

Productivity measures for state comparison are
particularly difficult to come by. Four metrics are
used, two for overall productivity, another for
manufacturing and a fourth for the services
sector. They are supplemented with two general
measures of labor supply.

Midwest Performance

2014 2012 2010
lllinois Hokok el Hokok
Wisconsin Kok ek "k
indiana ) ek "k
Ohio Lis Kk s
Michigan *w ® *

Michigan Entrepreneurship Score Card - 2016 Edition

Rank State 2014 2012 2010
1 Texas R ko
2 Washington HRARA kRERE RRKEE
3 Delaware AR kRl Aok
4 North Dakota PP T ek
5 Colorado RRAAE Aokdok Aok
6 California FhohohR A -
7 New York ok P ok
8 Louisiana Mootk Rk -
9 Massachusetts Rk ok S
10 Maryland LR Wk e
11 Nevada . Ak .
12 Virginia *okk e e
13 Connecticut ko Hkek -
14 New Mexico e p— ok
15 Wyoming MRk ARRRK ok
16 New Jersey AokNk Aok -
17 Oregon P o Sk
18 Alaska Hoxkok - [
19 Minnesota ok Hok ok
20 Utah ARk ok kg
21 Arizona ek - Tk
22 North Carolina ok ke e
23 llinois *okok K% e
24 Nebraska *k - -
25 Georgia dok —_— P
26 lowa ek "k "
27 New Hampshire * ik ok "
28 Rhode Island ook o .
29 Florida i o %
3o Wisconsin *un wk ok
3 Tennessee il xx "
32 Pennsylvania ik *h -
33 South Dakota ) ok *%
34 Indiana »n - **
35 Chio *k ok -
36 Hawaii % ok %
37 Missouri o " -
38 Oklahoma *a " *x
39 South Carolina i "ok *
40 Kansas % *x %
41 Montana L1 * *
42 Idaho ok * o
43 Kentucky ] > *h
44 Alabama x * *
45 Michigan . " *
46 Arkansas * * »
47 West Virginia * * *
48 Maine * » *
49 Vermant * * *
50 Mississippi * * *




Michigan Entrepranesurship Score Card = 2016 Edilion

NET DOMESTIC MIGRATION RATE

Migeation per 1,00{ Change, 2001-

Rank Stute Score residents 2014 (Abs)
Stk Sutte Averge 4.3 -2
1 North Dakota 1512 123 3l
2 Nevida 1365 10 1.2
3 South Carolina 1352 80 A8
4 Colorde 1335 16 24
5 Florida 131.3 70 1.5
6 Arizona 1285 6.3 49
7 Texas 126.6 58 12
8 Oregon 1264 57 23
9 Delaware 1242 51 23
10 Ielaho 1226 47 47
n Moniana k216 4.5 10
12 Washington 119.8 40 D6
13 Tennessee 1E9 38 1.3
14 Iarth Camlinn [FEE] 317 05
15 Gevrpia 130 3 11
16 Ok lahwin g4 1.1 05
17 New Hampsbare L} 08 25
I8 Seuth Dakota 071 7 1R
] Alabanta 162 04 04
20 Maine 1061 04 01
2 fowa 036 03 Ay
e Uiah 1030 04 0.1
23 California (L] 08 n3
b Kentucky 3 -y L5
35 Indiama 100 | TS oy V]

26 Minnesota 999 E: =12 T e
27 Louistana o -1.3 18
ht ] Arkansas 9.6 -1 =27
9 Missouri 9.5 -1.3 0y
n Nebraska 994 14 AL
Rl West Vieginia CAX 1.5 21
a2 Ohio 986 1.6 16
n Wisconsin 980 17 06
u Massachusctts 954 24 -19
R} Virgsnia D53 25 k¥ ]
36 Penasylvanin 453 25 19
7 Vermont 452 25 1.7
38 Marylaml 948 26 26
» Michigan 236 29 .5
40 Mississipp w17 -3 12
a1 Rhude Talamd 924 -2 26
42 Hawaii 0.8 36 24
43 Wyoming 1 B X -4z
H Kansas 865 Y ) 16
45 New Jersey R10 62 -1l
A6 New Mexico HA 6H8 68
47 Connecticut 769 3 39
48 Hinuis 66 T4 19
49 New York Y 18 35
50 Alaska 523 =138 =126

Net domestic migration per 1) residents, 2004

The net domestic migration rate measures the difference between in-
migration W an area and out-migration from the same area during a time
period. 1 is an overall indicator of the attractiveness of the state as
individuals vote with their feel on what they consider a preferable living
and working environment, The table above shows the net domestic
migration during a lime period as a percentage of an area’s population at
the midpoint of the time period.

Sonrce: US. Consus Burean

Midwest Performance, 2014
Migration per 10060

State Hesidents Runk
Il 12 25
Ol 16 32
Wisoimsin -1.7 hX]
Michigan 29 k)
1fiswis <14 JH
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PRIME WORKING AGE RESIDENTS

Change, 2001-

Rank _ State Score Shace in Fopulatd 41T
30-Stare Averuge 25.8% EiRL

1 Colurado 1339 W% H5%
2 Califortiia 1301 2809 03%
3 Ulah 1308 280% A.1%
4 Fexas 1299 280% 02%
5 Alaska 129.1 280% 21%
[ Nevada 1285 279% DB8%
7 Georgia 1233 275% 4%
B Washingtan 122.6 4% D1%
9 Virginia 121.3 213% -0.2%
1] Hawaii 119.2 27.1% 20%
1 New York 1187 27.0% £0.3%
i2 1Envis 173 269% L08%
13 Marylamnd 1152 26.8% 0.3%
4 Oregon 145 26749 BN L
15 {ouisiana 1118 2659 07%
I North Carolina .Y 26345 -1.3%
17 Massachusetts nge 262% 0I1%
L Wyoming 1078 26 1% 24%
" New lerscy 107.8 20 1% -1.4%
n Mimnesota 1073 6.0% 0.2%
by | Tenneisee 107.1 1% 5%
b Arizona s 359% 9.7%
Bt ) Ok lahoma iS5 28 4% 0.0%
24 Kemuky 122 25.0% <%
25 Nebrasks 1006 5% 1.5%
0 Nurili Dok 944 A% 27%
2 Arkafisas gy 3 25 4% 03%
et Mississippl 9.0 25.45% 6%
29 Indiana 9848 54% 4} 5%
30 Alabama W8T 253% 4%
3l kansas 986 25 3G 0E%
3z South Carvling 941 25.3% 1407
33 idaho GTR 253% 0 5%
34 Mhissouni 472 25.2% 4 6%
35 New Mexico 947 250 3%
k) Wisconsin 934 %% A%
37 Rbuxle lsland 911 9% DE%
38 Delaware 9340 24 9% -L.7%
kil Flomda 925 24 8% 4.1%
40 Ohio 4914 4B £1%
41 Conpecticut 90.6 6% -1 9%
42 Pennsylvania 898 24.6% 0.6%
43 South Dakota §9.1 24.5% 05%
4 lowa 874 244% -0 9%
45 Michigun B5.0 M42% -L6%
46 West Virginia B4 8 24.1% -14%
47 Mew Hampshire 803 23.8% ~19%
48 Montana 803 23 B 0 4%
49 Maine 139 331% 071%
50 Yermom 4 X -1 8%

Proportion of the pepulation ages 25 1o 44, 2014

The age siructure of the population of 4 state reflects its attractiveness (o
young skilled workers as Richard Florida proposes in his book, “The Rise
ol the Creative Class.” The table shows the percentage of the population
age 25 w4,

Sonrce: US. Census Burean
Midwest Performance, 2014
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GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT PER JOB

Change, 2011-

Rank  Stafe Scure Bellars per Jub 2004 (%)
50-Stte Average S87.771 5%

| Alaska 1482 5121,787 -13%
2 New York 1441 5118523 A%
3 Delaware 138.5 $114,360 24%
4 Connecticut 134.1 $111.056 4%
5 Wyoming 1310 $108,749 -24%
6 New Jersey 1286 S106422 1%
7 Califmia 125.7 $104,524 3.7%
] Washington 1245 $103,754 60%
9 Massachuscits 1235 5102919 4.1%
10 Texas 1230 5102681 11.8%
1 Maryland 117.4 $98.320 33%
12 inois 1156 596,935 5217
13 Louisiana "Ly $93.970 0.1%
|2 Virginia 1n4 493,723 +.4%
15 North Dakota Ho6 593,153 19.7%
16 Orcgon 109.2 92,11 1A%
17 Rhode Island 1063 549,842 5.6%
I3 Pennsylvania 105.1 558,961 6.0%
19 Colordo 146 $88.59 6.5%
20 Minnesota I3 88,333 T1.2%
2 Nebraska 1025 $86.976 T4%
22 Nonh Carulina 1023 SH6.797 6.3%
23 Hawaii 0.6 585,552 kNl
24 Ohiv 10403 S85.304 6.3%
25 Indiana 1063 585 292 51%
26 New Mexica 9.7 584 852 43%
e Georgia Y85 $83919 64%
28 Newvada 98.1 $83.624 217%
Pl lowa 980 583533 102%
3 Michigan ns $43,145 T1%
3 New Hompshire 974 $E3.096 6.1%
32 Arizona 90 $i#2,7181 55%
33 West Virginia 950 SB1.280 58%
34 Wisconsin 919 581,190 6.7%
35 Okishoma 93.7 580270 T.I%
36 South Dakow 920 579,001 4.7%
37 Tennessee 91.7 $78.740 15%
38 Utah 913 578,438 4.3%
39 Alobama 9L 578,294 1.5%
40 Missourt 903 $T7.688 5.8%
41 Kentucky 895 577054 59%
41 Florida §9.2 576,887 5.5%
43 Kansas BB3 576,133 1 3%
44 Arkansas 875 §75.588 81%
45 South Carofina 85.5 $74.049 4.6%
46 Montana T3 568,595 58%
47 Tdaho 782 S564.511 56%
48 Vermont 718 S68.159 0%
49 Mississippi 768 $67.425 48%
50 Maine 763 s67.011 2w

Gross domestic product per job, 2014

Measuring productivity in exact fashion is. unfortunately, 2 very difficuls
task at the state level. No single measure js available for the total output per
hour worked in all industries at the state level. However, one crude but
teling way 1o estimale productivity is to divide a state’s total economic
output by its total number of jobs. The above 1able shows the nominal gross
domestic product-the 112} value of goods and services produced in a
state=per job held,

Source: US. Burean of Economic Analvsis

Midwest Performance, 2014

Stute Dullars per Job Honk
Ninois 596935 12
Ohio $35.304 b2
Indiana $85292 pal
Michigun $43.145 3
Wisconsin $81.190 H

Michigan,2011-2014
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SERVICE SECTOR PRODUCTIVITY

Change, 2011-

Runk State Score Dollars per joh 2004 (%)
50-State Average 581395 64F

| New York 1606 $121.138 B6%
.l Delaware 159.7 5120473 4%
3 Connerticut 1469 $111.229 4.8%
4 New Jersey 139.1 $105,651 78%
5 Washington 1324 $100,780 59%
6 Massachuseits 1300 $99.059 48%
7 California 1295 $94.734 10%
8 Alaska 1278 597448 5%
g Hlinois 1205 $92.193 53%
1] Maryland 1192 91,279 37
11 Virginia 1167 SRYAS2 4.4%
12 Riunde {stand 1135 SHT. 146 1%
13 Colorado 1149 585,391 7.8%
14 North Dakota 105 Si4.997 19.8%
15 Pennsylvania lio3 5H4 892 54%
16 Hawaii 18 SB4ATS 36%
17 Minnesota 1004 S84213 12%
18 Texas 108 4 583490 125%
9 New Hampshire 107.8 $83.025 6.9%
20 Georgia 1055 SB1 424 62%
a1 Ohio 1034 579886 18%
2 INebraska 103.2 579,508 10.9%
23 South Pakota 1020 S$74.873 92.0%
24 Wyoming 1005 $77.783 3%
25 Ivevacda 1002 §77.532 57%
26 Arizona 998 571311 6.5%
2 Wisconsin 99.6 §77.063 62%
24 North Carolina 994 $71019 T4%
] Missouri o137 $75.776 5.1%
30 fowa 969 §15.176 9.1%
k)4 Michigan 96.9 $75,154 58%
32 Florida 965 574908 59%
33 Oregon 554 $74001 2%
33 Kansas 952 573952 6.0%
a5 Arkansas 951 573,880 64%
36 Tennessee 94.8 $73669 54%
37 Louisiana 939 S73009 6.3%
k2 Utah 936 S72.789 9.3%
kL Oklahona 919 S75600 2.1%
40 New Mezxico 91.3 571,146 12%
41 Indiana 908 $70,766 6.2%
42 Alsbama 897 $64.997 T 6%
43 Vermont 878 $58.538 438%
M Kentucky 87.5 S68.388 3o
45 South Carolina 865 $67,719 4.6%
46 Maine 865 $67.708 42%
47 West Virginia 838 565,765 1.9%
48 Montana 8.2 563831 10%
49 Tdaho 795 $62,645 52%
50 Mississippi 9.1 562369 495,

Private service-providing industries GDP per job, 2014

No comparable value-added preductivity measure similar to the Annual
Survey of Mantfacturers is collected for service-providing industrics. The
best measure of service productivity that is annually available is the gross
domestic product of service-producing industries per service job. The
above table gives the gross domestic product of all private service-
producing industries divided by service-producing jobs. See Appendix for
more detail,

Source: U.S. Bureatt of Economic Analysis

Midwest Performance, 2014

State Dollacs per Job Rank
Mlinois 592,193 9
Ohia 579,886 M|
Wiscontin 577,163 )
Michigan §75.154 3
Indwna £70.766 4

Michigan, 20112014 |

e 1

Dadlyey poe o
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MANUFACTURING VALUE ADDED PER HOUR LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATE
Change, 2010- Change, 2001+
Ronk State Score Dollars per Hour 2003 (%) Runk State Score Darticipation Rate 2004 5% 8
50-State Average 315823 o045 0-Stme Averunge 63.6% -2.2%
| New Mexico 245 SH0H 1 25.7% | Nonh Dakota 1328 T28% 0%
2 Louiskana 1714 $20572 6 7% o Nebraskn 1276 M¥% DA%
3 Texas 135.3 $218.6 11 4% 3 lowa 1245 0% 0.6%
4 Washington 1223 S19G9 0.2% 4 Minnesota 1224 09 8% -1.6%
5 Wynming 12001 S1863 -25 5% 5 South Dakota 1203 6925 20%
[{] Arfzona 1190 St840 |.R%: 6 New Hampshire 1IR6 08 7% -1.2%
7 Maryland 1HR2 $1824 1.3%: 7 Kansas |l G8.3% -10%
8 Oregon 1169 Si706 DA% # Wisconsin 1168 68.2% -1.3%
9 Virginia ne7 ST 36% 9 Wyoming 165 68.1% 30%
10 totth Carolina 1t6.1 S1779 9.6% 10 Colordo LG 68.0'% 24%
11 Connecticut 113.6 $1723 8.2% 1 Utah 16 68.0% 0.3%
12 California 1121 S1693 14% 12 Aluski HEE) 67.9% -1.9%
13 Massachuseits 14 SI6T Y SA0K% 13 Vermiont 1154 i 8% 34%
14 Nevada gy SI6T 12.5%: 14 Maryland 1nos 66.4%: 24%
15 Montana 1105 S165.8 13.1% 15 Virginia s 66 1% -1 9%
16 Mo Dakota 1103 81654 33.3% 16 Connectrout 1085 G5.8% 2%
17 Delavare 1081 S163.0 104% 17 Massachusens 10 K 653% 435
18 Cobcrho 10749 Sl 5 53% 3 Texas 1064 65.2% A9
19 West Virgmia -5 SI533 17.0% 19 invis 1054 9% P
20 lowa 4.2 1526 1.8% L] Rhode Islamt 1054 619% 2245
21 Utah 1039 SI51Y «23.5% 21 Missouri 1050 64 8% -1.2%
23 New Jersey 102.6 S149.2 2% o Maine J L{n 64.1% 415
23 Tenncssce 1003 SIHd 2H8% 3 New Jerssy 23 641 0% -29%
24 lismns 1003 SIH3 33% 4 Montanz Ly 6197 00%F
25 Minnesota 10,1 S1440 9.9% 25 Indzana 10,2 63 4% 3%
26 Flornla 999 $1433 5.3% 26 Futahe YU R 633% 15%
aly} Inchana 994 S1423 6 Y% 27 Neviula W 63 1% 37%
28 Nebraska 91.7 S134.8 13.9% 22 Waushingtun 9.1 63 1% -3.2%
) PPennsylvania 967 51366 0T% 2 Qhin PLE 62 9% 205
0 Missoure 954 51338 39% 30 Pennsylvania 97.1 625% L%
bl Oluo 953 $1337 271% 31 California o6 624% 1LT%
a2 Wisconsin 951 51333 15.8%: 3 Georgin 953 (oA 3%
EX] New York 945 51320 124% 33 Huwant 939 1.6% 1.6%
M New Hampshire 943 S1AL6 15% 34 Orepor 919 61.3% 57
a5 Alabama 939 S1308 9% a5 Delanan: 95 ol.2% -1.8%
6 Kenucky 938 $1300.5 30% 36 Loisian 912 G187 0%
37 Georgin 926 SI28D 20% 37 New Yiah, B TG [N
ki Kansas 914 SI154 6.3% k] Ohlahaina B S ML6% 21%
» Michipan 0.7 $SI23N BA% N Michigun WL 650 005
A0 Oklahoma 905 $1215 -34% kU] Norl Canlin: 9l o). 5% 347
41 South Carvlina %04 $1233 24% 41 Floruda i 4 60.3% 211
42 Rhuxle Island LEX ] 1224 11.7% 42 Areona 873 9 7% 32%
43 Muine RS54 81127 0% 43 Tennessee R4.6 58.9% -64%
EE) Tdaho K53 $12Ss N 9% H Kentucky 832 SR5% £ 1%
45 Mississippi E3.0 SH7.7 1.2% 45 South Carolisa 818 58.4% IR
46 South Daketa BOG S04 73% 46 New Mexico 94 574% 24%
47 Arkansas ED.3 SR P0% 47 Arkansas 1.6 9% -60%
48 Vermont 796 SI00.3 -25.1% 48 Alnbama 773 56.8% -39%
49 Ifawaii 724 $85.0 <20 K% 49 Messissippl 689 544 42%
50 Aluska 723 5849 =395% 50 West Virginia 48 532% 22%
Vidlie atcdeled per manufacturing production hour, 2013 Percent of non-institwtionalized population in the labor force, 2014
Manulacturing productivity plays a central role in Michigan and ils The labor force participation rale is an indicator of the available workforce
Midwesten competitors. The measure of value added, which is the and the labor pool that is looking for work, A declining participation raw
tilference between the value of inputs and the resultant outputs, per hour implics less potential income esmers and therefore less spending in the
worked is luss sensitive to business cycles and varying labor-market state, slowing down economic growih. The table shows the share of the
structures than output per worker. Value added also reflects the capacity of non-institutionalized civilian population that is working or unemployed.

a manufacturing base for high wages. The figures shown here ire value
added per production hour worked in manafactering industries.
Sonree: S, Census Burean

Midwest Performance, 2013

Source: US. Bureai of Labwr Statistics

Midwest Performance, 2014

. State Participatiun Rate Runk
Sate Bollurs per Hour Rank Wisconsin [l 8
[Hianis SIH3 4 [N 9% T
Tnadzana $1423 x tadiana 63 4% 25
Dhe 1317 31 Ohio 62 9% a4

Wistonsin $1333 32 Michigan #5% K3
Michigan $12)8 »
— - Michigan, 2011 - 2014
Michigan.2010-2013 )
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REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT

A state must find the right mix of size, taxing
power, program, and expenditure to provide high
return on investment in the form of public assets
and services, while at the same time interfering
minimally in the day-to-day dealings of the
marketplace.

Next to tax policy, legal and regulatory policy is
probably the most important aspect of business
climate. The metrics chosen to reflect the
regulatory environment measure the
consequences (e.g. number of health mandates)
of a state’s policy. This driver does not seek to
score regulatory policies or regulatory practices
per se. Qutcome data on specific areas of
regulation, such as costs of delay due to

regulatory processes in environmental permitting,

are difficult to obtain and deserve further
research.

Midwest Performance

2014 2012 2010
Wisconsin ek *kk L1 2]
Indiana ok Rk ok
Michigan sk ek sesjedks
Ohio ok Aok Hokk
Hiinois e = *
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Rank State 2014 2012 2010
U South Dakota kKR Wk [P
2 Alabama wiekh o -
3 Idaho ekokk Aok Aok
4 Nebraska R PhRE ko
5 Tennessee ko - -
6 North Dakota ok T Jr—
7 Utah el dek ook Kok
8 Alaska *h¥k Aokskak kg
9 lowa LT ERkh Hokkte
10 South Carolina P - .
1 Kansas Wk ok Fknk
12 Arizona nkx ek e
13 Maine s - -
14 Minnesota *k ok hi
15 Georgia *xh w e
16 Wisconsin e - -
17 Indiana Ak - Fek
18 Oregon ok ke hx
19 Mississippi ik P *k
20 New Hampshire Hek o -
21 Rhode Island ok EER kg
22 Delaware nohk ek o
23 Oklahoma P Ak Rk
24 Louisiana Rk o .
25 Michigan o P -
26 North Carolina o 1 ™
27 Arkansas ok Ak T
28 Hawaii *xR - -
29 Pennsylvania Wik o -
30 Massachuselis ke "o EnEn
Ky Ohio *RE . "k
32 Vermont Kok LL1] e
33 California wx e "
34 Virginia ** ok ™
35 New Jersey o n ok
36 Kentucky *a o *ah
37 Colorado " *x -
38 Washington * wx o
39 Wyoming ¥ " *
40 Montana o »e ak
41 Nevada Ll L1 *
42 Texas *k *k *
43 West Virginia ae - .
44 New Mexico *x % »
45 New York » e .
46 Missouri » * .
47 Florida * » *
48 linois * * »
49 Maryland * * *
50 Connecticut * * *

23
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MALPRACTICE COSTS HEALTH MANDATES
Change, 2011~ Numiber of Change, 208+
Rank  Sinle Score Index 2014 (%) Ronk _ Swote Score Mundutes 2012 (=)
50-Stvee Average 615% 5-Starte Average 45 8%
| Nebraska 123.6 -1.59 24% 1 Idahe 1337 13 0N
2 Minnesota 1210 =142 -1.5% 2 Alnbama 127.3 19 9.5%
3 South Dakia 1208 141 319% 3 Michigan 1219 24 =105
L Wisconsin 1183 -1.25 3% 4 Utah 119.8 2% 13.0%
3 North Dakota 1168 =115 52% L] lowa 1198 26 00%
6 Kansas 1160 =110 15% 6 Hawaii 17 28 16.7%
7 ldaho 1148 -1.02 14% 7 South Dakota 116.6 20 33%
8 Indiana 146 -101 3.9% B South Caralina 1155 30 34%
Y lowa 1Mm.a 0.83 S5% 9 Ohic 1145 3 69%
jLH] Arkansas 1.6 -0.81 11 8% 9 Mussissippi 1145 Kl 69%
1 Tennessec L3 079 3% 1t Delawarre 112 34 214%
12 Mississippi 11 - £1.78 R 12 Arizona 1102 35 -25 5%
13 Alabama 1n2 072 -6.4% 3 Indiana 104 4 36 59%
14 Louisiann 1099 70 285% 4 Wyaming [LEX) » 888G
15 Alaska 1084 .60 -3 1% 14 Alaska 108 0 37 15.6%
14 California 108.4 0.60 TI% 1] New Hampsbire HIT 1 38 -13.0%
17 Omegon 179 -0.57 A 3% 16 Newida (5K ] 269%
18 Vermom 107a 051 263% 18 Tennessee [[13%:4 R 24%
19 Maine 1067 049 -279% 18 North Dakia [[I2%.] i 17.6%
20 South Carolina 1060 145 13.5% k1] Muntans 1137 H 25%
2 Hawaii 1055 142 495 2 Wisconsin 1016 43 26.5%
22 New Mexico 104.1 -0.33 2 9% 2 West Vieginia 016 43 132%
23 North Carlina 103.0 0 26 -52 1% bl Okhoma 1.6 43 13.2%
24 Colorado 1wl -3 44 45 by Georgia .6 43 -3 4%
24 Washinowon 1001 007 I98% 35 Arkansas 1000.5 hal 3%
26 Oblatkima w9 06 0% 26 Oregon 995 45 125%
27 Uhah YH L1453 A162% 17 Yermant 984 A6 533%
Rt Rhentuehy Y88 (1411 119 4% 27 Kansas 9K 4 d6 17.9%
bl Tews Y8 K 00?2 95 1% -] New Jerszy 973 4 14%
L)) Virgine U3 0.05 140 3% 9 Nebriska y13 47 £6.9%:
k1| Masioun Y15 010 15.1% k1| Maine 963 44 12.7%
3 Ceorpi 956 022 -296% a2 Massaclircits 952 49 5H8%
31 New Hampshine 919 0,34 3245.5% 32 Kentucky 952 Rl 19.5%
34 Ol 017 015 3% 32 11tinois 952 40 41%
35 Delawane 923 04 292% 35 Lovisiana 930 5 20%
36 Pennsylvania 918 D47 -56 8% 36 Florida 920 52 0%
37 Wyoming LN} 052 11.7% 37 Morth Carolina RH.B 35 10.0%
38 Arizona 99 043 A2 8% kKt Washington w7 56 -1.8%
3 Massachusens 95 0.56 51.5% 38 fennsylvania 817 56 17%
40 Montana 838 LIX1H <205 L] Califernia 87?7 56 0%
4+ Michigon 8 0466 P2 B L 4 New Mexico 845 59 35%
42 Rhode Island 86.6 L] ArH' 42 Colomdo K23 6l 196%
43 Weal Virginia 84.5 044 10.6% 43 Texas 81.3 62 8.8%
a4 New Jersey B2 1.9 UAT 43 New Yok 313 62 21.6%
45 Nevada ™2 129 H. 7% 45 Missouri . M 64 36.1%
46 Maryland ThA 147 29% 46 Minnssota 8.1 65 44%
47 HIBTV Y8 1.90 -2 1% 46 Connecticut A 65 204%
48 New York ORD 195 30.89% 48 Virginia o 66 100%
44 Connecticut 66.7 28 8.1% 49 Maryland %59 7 1.5%
50 Florida 569 273 ALI% 50 Rhwde Istand 738 o -1.4%
fndev of medical malpractice insuranece rates acrpss three disciplines, 2014 Numtber of manduted health insirance benefits in each state, 2042
Malpractice insurance rates strongly affect the health care industry, both in While health insutance is a significant cost to warkers and their employers
yuality and cost. Malpractice insurance itself is in turn, strongly affected by in all states, laws requiring specific coverage can strongly affect those
the repulatory limits and civil-suit policics set by states. The above 1able costs. Legally mandated health insurance benefits have, for the most part.
presents an indes of the relative costs of medical malpractice insurance for become more numerous as states wrestle with questions of cost versus
three specialties, Higher values correspond 1o relatively more expensive access, The sbove tible shows counts of the number of legally mandated
coverage. health insurance benelits in each state.
Sowrce: Mediced Liabilite Monitor Source: Council for Affordable Health Insurance
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2012
State Index Rank Sl Number of Mandates Kok
Wisconsin -1.25 4 Michigan b2 3
Indiana BRI 8 Ohio 3l 9
Ohio 035 34 Indiam 36 13
Michigan 0.56 41 Wisconsin 43 il
IEnois 1.90 47 hnows LU . ]
[ Michigan, 2011 -2014 Wichigan, 2009 - 2012

| === .
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LOCAL PHONE COMPETITION

Fercent of Phone Change, 2010-

Rank State Score Lines 2003 (%)
50-Srare Average 22.1% 139%

1 Rhode Island 145.1 46.6% 2%
2 South Dakota 1350 41.0% 84%
3 Tennessee 1214 334% 97 1%
4 Pennsylvania " 34% 318%
5 Arizona 1L 31.0% -104%
6 Iebraska 1167 30.8% 6 T%
7 North Dakota 1148 ME% 1.9%
8 Georgin 1133 28.9% Tk
9 MNew York 113 28.8% 33%
10 Maine 1130 287% 19.3%
11 Virginia 1122 28.3% 0%
12 Minnesotn 19 28.1% 15 8%
13 Massachusetts 15 27.9% ~145%
14 lorida 110 2T.6% 620%
15 Utah 1098 T 0% 19.4%
16 North Carnlina 108.1 260% i8.3%
17 Kansas 1080 26.0% 11.5%
13 New Jersey 07s 25.7% L%
19 Alabama 106.7 253% 45.4%
20 New Hampshie 1060 24 9% -16.1%
2 South Carolina 022 I% 2%
o] Colorado 102.1 2.7% 6.6%
23 Oklaboma 101.3 220% -8.1%
24 Delaware 1000 21.5% 20.5%
28 Orecgon 1060 215% 7.8%
26 Louisiana %9.1 21.0% 15.1%
2 Muaryland 975 20.1% 29.1%
28 Washington 95,7 19.1% 38%
29 Texas 953 189% kENL
30 Califomnin %0 1826 0.6%
3 Connecticut 96 17.9% 20.1%
33 Towa 928 17.5% 26%
33 [dahe 925 173% -11.0%
33 Kentucky 4913 17.2% 9.5%
35 [Hinais 914 16.7% 13.9%
ki Nevada 209 16.4% 2AF
Er) Michigan 903 16.1% 16%
38 Vermont 893 155% “26%
£l Wisconsin 89.2 15.5% 54%
40 West Virginia 888 153% A%
41 Ohio 88.7 152% 0.7%
42 Arkansas 87.2 14.3% 15.7%
43 Missouri 464 13.9% 198%
44 Indiara 341 12.6% 134%
45 Meontana 838 12.5% 12%
46 New Mexico 824 11.7% 6.6%
47 Misstssippi 815 11.2% -295%
43 Wyoming 80.7 10.7% 54.5%
49 Hawaii 750 7.46% -17.6%
(nfa) Alaska infa} {n/a) infa)

Percemt of phone lines controlled by CLECs, 2013
A competitive local exchange carrier (CLEC) means a local exchange

carrier that provides some or all of the interstate exchange access services

used to send traffic to or from an end user and does not fall within the

definition of a incumbent local exchange carricr. Therefore, the amount of

CLEC activity is a measure of competition or deregulation in the
telecommunications market. The above table shows the number of phone
lines controlied by CLECs by December of the most recent yeas.
Source: Federal Comnunications Conutission

Midwest Performance, 2013

State
[ltinois
Michigan
Wisconsin
Ghio
Indiana

Dullars per $100,000
Gbr
16.7%
16,15
15.5%
15.2%
12 6%

Rank

Michigan, 2010 - 2012

il
ELL)

18%

Porcond of Phowns Linss
¥

"%

o Rene ok

10 m@

otk w2 !ﬂ“-

a5
k)
39
41
44
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LEGAL ENVIRONMENT

A state must find the right mix of size, taxing
power, program, and expenditure to provide high
return on investment in the form of public assets
and services, while at the same time interfering
minimally in the day-to-day dealings of the
marketplace.

Next to tax policy, legal and regulatory policy is
probably the most important aspect of business
climate. The metrics chosen to reflect the legal
environment measure the consequences (e.g.
liability costs) of a state's legal environment. This
driver does not seek to score policies or praclices
per se. However, it does take advantage of other
tort and liability ratings (from U.S. Chamber of
Commerce and Pacific Research Institute) that do
include judgments on regulatory policies and
practices.

Midwest Performance

2014 2012 2010
Indiana P ¥ T R
Michigan ek el ok sedesk
Ohio Rkl sbkoh ok
Wisconsin Ak Hefesoe Aok
lllinois * * *

Rank State 2014 2012 2010
1 North Carolina MMk Rk kR
2 South Dakota Bk kkkkk  RkkEk
3 Wyoming LU T L T
4 New Hampshire Hhmkk ok B
5 Nebraska Sk Rk r—
6 Utah REREE  Rdkkk  REREE
7 Indiana BT T R T T
8 Idaho hx ok SRRk T
9 Virginia I T T T
10 lowa p— P, e
1 Maine FEAEE RRkEE e
12 Washington T T
13 Alaska N ARk
14 Oregon FRERE KRERE RERKR
15 Arizona HERE REEEE .
16 Michigan HKER Hhnk —
17 Ohio Hekk ok ki
18 Kentucky —— . o,
19 Kansas Hok R LIE T BEHHE
20 South Carolina wAK K Wk -
21 Minnesola ki — ok
22 North Dakota ok P, sy
23 Wisconsin *ann P— .
24 Georgia ko *hk ey
25 Vermont #ddn ok e
26 Arkansas p— Sk o
27 Delaware HAA ok -
28 Maryland ®okkk ok .
29 Nevada ok e R,
30 Colorado Akw — T
3 Massachuselts wokk rE o
32 Texas ok - wkok
33 New Mexico aokn ok .
34 Tennessee Kok » ok N
35 Connecticut e Wik .
36 Rhode Island Aok P -
37 Oklahoma o ek .
38 Mississippi ok >

39 Alabama *eAn *h

40 Montana ok e

4 Missouri *own o

42 Pennsylvania ** »k -
43 Hawaii o w *
44 California o nk ok
45 New York o wik

46 West Virginia *a -

47 Florida o - *k
48 New Jersey o wh "
49 Louisiana . * *
50 Winois = *
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BUSINESS LIABILITY COSTS LIABILITY SYSTEM REPUTATION
Dallurs per 100,000 Change, 2010- Change, 2011.
Honk  Stnie Score GDr 2003 (%} Rank Stale Score Seore 2004 (%)
50-Sunie Average si42 37% 30-State Average 634 2.1%
1 Oregon 119.7 $13 59% 1 Delaware 1256 76.5 05%
2 North Carofina 1187 $136 18% 2 Vermont 1156 738 100%
3 Kentucky 1185 5136 22% 3 Nebraska 1178 730 -1.5%
4 South Dakota 1158 5142 11.3% 4 lowa 1160 722 KL
5 Washington 1155 5142 -15% 5 New Hampshire 1127 0.7 76%
] Wyorning 1140 Sl4s 15.7% 6 Idaho 1122 705 0.0%
7 South Carolina 1132 S147 8% 7 North Carolina 16 702 6.1%
B Indiana 1130 5148 7.8% 8 Wyoming 1105 69,7 4.0%
5 New Harapshire 1116 5151 16% 9 South Dakota 1100 69.5 0.0%
10 Arkansas 1110 5152 -3 4% 1w Utah 089 o -1.0%
1 Utah E105 $153 47% ! Virginia 107.3 683 -2.7%
12 New Mexico 1102 §154 BI% 12 Alnska 1069 68,1 -14%
13 Arizona 19.4 S156 42% 13 Minnesota 106.7 68,0 -4 H%
14 Ohit 108.4 S158 -54% 13 Maine 1067 68.0 -L.7%
13 Virginia 1082 S$158 13.E5% 15 Notth Dakota 106.5 619 -29%
16 Mlchigan 107.7 $159 -22% 16 Massachuseits 1062 67.8 23%
17 Maine 106.5 s162 44% 16 Colorado 196.2 678 5.6%
18 Nebraska 105.1 5165 0.7% I8 Indiana 1060 67,7 -1.9%
19 Alaska 146 $166 55% 19 Kansas 105.8 67.6 A4.2%
0 Idaho 104.6 5166 16.6% 20 Wisconsin 103.6 66.6 -2.6%
21 Texas 103.2 3169 04% 21 New York 1029 66.3 0.2%
2 Nevada 102.3 S171 14.3% 22 Conrnecticul 102.0 659 3.3%
23 Georpia 1013 5173 91% 23 Tennessee 101.6 65.7 Li®
24 Alabama 1002 5175 -2 8% 24 Michigan 1.1 655 1.0%
25 West Virginia 100.1 5176 33% 25 Arizoma 109 654 2 1%
26 California 9.9 $176 1.3% 26 Rhode Island 9 | 646 61%
27 Mississippi 99.1 SI78 56% 7 Ohie 982 642 34%
28 lowa g 1 $i80 18% 28 Maryland 974 639 9.6%
2y Kansas 96| S184 204% 9 Washington 973 63.3 -24%
30 Maryland 952 SIB6 Be% L'y Hawaii 95.1 628 0.5%
31 Minnesota 938 S149 24% k) Georgia 942 624 -15%
32 North Daka 937 S1R9 1.2% 32 Orcgon 91.5 612 -2.2%
33 Wiscansin 914 SHI 3.3% 33 Oklabhoma 91.1 6140 109%
3 Lauisiana 939 91 90% H Momana 0.0 60.5 15.9%
35 Mizsouri 90.7 $196 -125%: 35 Nevada 898 604 6.0%
36 Oklaboma 88.7 £200 63% 36 South Carolina 8715 594 5.5%
37 Montana 866 $205 32% 36 Pennsylvania B75 594 55%
38 Colorado 851 §208 9% 38 New Jersey B7.3 59.3 -1.3%
39 Massachuscrts 843 so 3% k] Kentucky 866 .0 39%
40 Pennsylvania 815 5211 4 8% 0 Texas 855 58.5 2.3%
41 Rhode [slamt 825 213 49% 41 Arkansas 137 517 09%
42 Tennessee B1Y 15 3248%: 42 Missouri 8).3 56.6 1%
43 Connecticut 7.9 £219 BO% 43 Mississippi 806 563 20.8%
44 Florida T80 223 12.5% 44 Florida 800 360 1.3%
45 Vermont 757 5228 2B% 45 New Meakco 782 352 4.7%
46 Hawaii 24 $235 6% 46 Alabama 780 55.1 445
47 lllinois 0.1 $240 15.1% 47 California 66.4 499 -1.4%
48 New Jersey 68.7 $243 73% 48 1tinois 622 480 -6.4%
49 Delaware 673 $246 11.8% 49 Lotisiana 58.E 65 0%
50 New York 57.5 $267 5.1% 50 West Virginia 5R4 463 3.3%
Average business-liability coverage paid per 5100000 of gross domestic Total Score in State Liability Systems Ranking Study, 2014
product, 2013
Like malpractice and the health care industry, business liability insurance Harris Interactive conducts a yearly survey for the U.S. Chamber Institute
costs can strongly influence the competitivencess of the private market as a of Legal Reform to assess how fair and reasonable a state's tort liability
whole. It can also be indicative of the greater regulatory environment and systern is thought to be by corporate attorneys. The above table shows each
attitudes of a state. The above table shows the total amount of liability state's final score rating in the State Liability Systems Ranking Study.
coverage paid, including product liability, workers” compensation and
ather liability coverage, per $100,000 of gross domestic product,
Sounrce: lusurance Information Institute Source: Harris Interactive
Midwest Performance, 2013 Midwest Performance, 2014
Sinte B a’;: 100,000 Rank State Score Runk
Indiana Sid8 .1 0 a1 18
Ohio SI158 14 Wisconsin 66.6 20
Michigan $159 16 Michigun 655 24
Wisconsin HLH LK} Ohia 64.2 7
1llinots $240 +7 Itlincrs 48.0 8
Michigan, 2010 - 2013 |  Michigan, 20102013
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PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE

In the innovation economy, infrastructure can be Rank  State 2014 2012 2010
broadly defined to include both traditional physical 1 South Dakota BRRER O RRREE O RaEen
infrastructure, such as roads, water and sewer, 2 Nevada el A T i
and “virtual” infrastructure (the digital economyy). 3 Wyoming LA I L B o
The former are covered under this driver. The 4 North Dakota e
metrics chosen attempt to measure outcomes, 5 Montana AR WRERE ek
productivity, and level of service rather than 6 Idaho il S S s
inputs, such as capital expenditures per resident. 7 Utah b b b I
8 Minnesola el Aok Aokk kR gk ok

g Arizona Ll L L L] ook ak Aok

3 E L L L] L2 L1 L 2 L

Midwest Performance 12 i:zzs: T
- Ak akok ok Fkkk EEL 22
2014 2012 2010 5 coloredo T

Wisconsin dkdk sl sk skl 14 Washington T - I
Michigan . . o 15 New Hampshire AL L L ok
Illinois i i K 16 Kansas ak P— ket
Ohio Hkok K Hokik 17 North Carolina Hnrkn e T T
Indiana *kk ok dedkeck 18 Alabama dkx L 1L 1] LEL 2
19 Delaware ek Hekk Ak

20 Missoufi ok ek ek

21 New Mexico wkdk Rkokk Aok

22 Vermont KK RN k%

23 Wisconsin e L2 L2 oAk

24 Nebraska i ulh L

25 Georgia ook szl Holeolt

26 Maine L k] .

27 Oregor'. L2 3 L2 1 Wk

28 IOWE dokok FodkeAok LR L L]

29 Michigan wk Rakd ok

30 Mississippi L *RE LE L

31 Ilinais e oex e

32 Conneclicut e i A%

33 Ohio L2 L Wokk ELL ]

34 Indiana dekok L2 400k

35 Texas L2 1 L2 1 L2

36 Vlrg'rnla £ ] Hekk R

37 Pennsylvania L] b Lt

18 Maryland ek wk ek

39 California e il Ao

40 Arkansas > uhh L

41 Oklahoma L bt LA

42 South Carolina L L L) AL

43 Louisiana i L **

44 Kenlucky % Aok hok

45 Massachusetls i * *

46 New Jersey Lk L )

47 West Virginia e ¥ .

48 Rhode Island e e e

49 Hawaii * b e

50 New York * " L
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HIGHWAY QUALITY
Rough Highway Change, 2I9-
Rank _ Stote Score Miles per 100D 2013 (%)
S50-State Average 1283 17%
! Nevaua 122.1 138 -43.6%
2 Florida 1190 27.1 -562%
3 Kentucky 1145 460 52%
4 Arizona 1141 47.7 -61.6%
5 North Dakota 1130 524 -248%
[ Missouri 117 583 2%
7 Kansas 1116 58.7 ~31.5%
8 South Dakota 115 9.1 -31.6%
9 Utah 114 593 «19.3%
10 Montana 12z 603 M1
1 Delaware 1111 60.5 47.1%
12 Vermont i108 621 -51.8%
13 Tennessee 103 643 -E8%
14 Alabama 107 668 269%
15 Pennsylvania 109.4 68.1 -5T4%
16 Wyoming 1089 70.1 418%
17 South Carolina 1087 09 “24.4%
18 Georgia 1069 8.6 726.7%
19 Idaho 1053 85.3 40.1%
20 New Mexico 104 4 805 400%
71 Maine i022 98.7 -26.3%
22 Oregon 101.8 100.7 1%
23 1ilinois 1017 1009 -470%
24 New Hampshire 1010 103.9 H0.5%
25 North Carclina 1003 107.0 1.9%
26 Ohio 9.7 109.3 -3.2%
7 Nebraska 995 H04 21 0%
28 Mississippi 99.4 1109 ~22.8%
29 Minnecsota 984 1150 -230.7%
30 West Virginia 974 119.3 26 6%
31 Maryland 94.6 1313 ~139%
32 Washington 939 1344 -31.2%
33 Colorado 933 136.7 -29.1%
M New York 923 141.1 “510%
35 Michigon 91.6 142 -316%
36 Texas 910 146.6 599%
37 Oklahoma 899 1514 -22.0%
38 Virginia 86.0 168.2 30.3%
39 Arkansas 8538 1688 273%
Bl Indiana 857 169.1 10.0%
1 Massachusetts 854 1706 -02%
42 lowa B37 1718 -15.6%
43 Connecticut 788 198.6 -28.9%
44 Wiscunsin 70.3 2352 3%
45 Louisiana 671 2486 -13.6%
46 New Jersey 67| 89 «44.2%
47 Alaska 61.8 274 15.6%
43 Rhiode 1sland 465 336.8 -34 8%
49 California 462 3383 -18.1%
50 Hawaii 267 4214 44%

Miles graded "rough" or worse per 1,000 miles of highway, 2013

Poar highway conditions reduce the convenience, speed, and efficiency of
# highway network. They also eventually require repair that can become
increasingly costly as conditions worsen. The U.S. government measures
highway quality in terms of miles of rough road bed. The above table
shows the number of miles in each state graded rough or worse per 1,000
total miles of state and interstate highway.

Source: Federal Highway Administration

Midwest Performance, 2013
Raugh Highway Miles

State per 1,000 Rank
Kentucky 460 3
Itinois 1009 bk
Ohio 1093 6
Michigun 144.2 35
Inddiana 169 1 A
Michigan, 2011 - 2013
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BRIDGE QUALITY
Change, 2011-
Rank _ Stote Score Percent 2014 (%)
50-Staee Average 25.4% 4%
1 Minnesota 1258 92% -174%
2 Arizona 1213 11.7% -15%
3 Nevada 118.7 13.1% 3%
4 Utah 12 139% -1.1%
5 Wisconsin 1l 14.0% 2%
] Hinois 1139 15.7% 25%
7 Colorado 1134 16.0% DE%
] Wew Mesico 1128 16.3% 0.6%
9 Georgia 1129 16.3% -10.1%
10 Florida 1125 16.5% B1%
11 Konsas 19 1648% -T4%
12 Montana 10g 174% 4%
13 Texas 1082 18.9% R1%
14 Tennessee 1068 19.7% 1.6%
L5 Delaware 106.6 19.8% 52%
16 Idaho 1065 193% 54%
17 South Carolina 105.1 206% -1.8%
18 Mississippi {04.6 209% -1.2%
19 North Dakota 103.8 21.3% 0,1%
20 Indiana 1033 21.6% 2.t%
21 Alabama 1026 0% -1.3%
2 Arkansas 1020 223% 28%
23 Wyoming 1oLs 22.6% 1%
24 Alaska i0l2 227% 5.1%
25 Oregon 1005 23.1% 4.5%
b1 Nebraska 99.5 23.7% 23%
27, South Dakota 988 24.0% -15%
28 OChio 98.5 242% 39%
9 Oklahoma 9.0 250% -12.5%
30 lowa 9.1 25.5% -5.3%
k]| Washington 95.6 258% 9%
32 Virginia us4 259% 0%
33 Missouri 9“4 26.5% “43%
M Maryland 938 26.8% 6.8%
35 California 918 26.8% 3 4%
E Michigan 924 275% 132%
37 Louisiana 895 29 1% 54%
38 North Carolina 89.0 294% 8.6%
¥ Kentucky BS 6 31.3% 26%
40 New Hampshire R5.4 A% 20%
41 Vermoent 8.1 20% 16%
42 Maine . 9% 9.6%
43 Connecticut 197 34.5% 27%
H West Virginia M2 MHE% 1.2%
45 New Jersey 780 KL 09%
46 New York 122 38.6% 45%
47 Pennsylvania 668 41.6% 0.3%
44 Hawali 652 42.3% 505
49 Massachusetts 47.6 822% 70%
50 Rhode Istand 406 565.0% 104%

Percem of bridges characterized as “obsoleie” ar “deficient,” 2014

Like road quality, bridge quality is an important indicator of the health of a
state’s physical infrastructure. Furthermore, bridges requiring significant
repair or replacement can pose an acute challenge to iraffic flows. The table
presented here shows the number percentage of each state’s bridges
categorized as either “obsolete” or “deficient” by the U.S. government,

Saurce: Federal Highvwav Administration

Midwest Performance, 2014

State Percent Rank
Wisconsin 14.0% 5
Iitincis 157% 6
Indiana 21.6% 20
Ohio 242% 28
Michigan 5% i
Michigan,2011-2014
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RAILWAY PRODUCTIVITY MAJOR MARKET AIR ACCESS
Tuns per $imill, Change, 2010- Noaistop Flights per Chunge, 2011-
Rank  Stote Scure Gor 2013 (%) Rank __ State Score L0 Resislenls 2014 (%)
50-Stute Average 209,898 22.1% S50)-Seente Average 25
I South Dakota 183.6 727273 -157% 1 MNevada 1520 354 -10.2%
& New Hampshire 146 4 491,667 -T12% 2 Alaska 1358 82 -11.2%
3 Kemucky 1227 342387 -159% 3 North Dakota 135.6 281 53%
4 Wyoming 1227 32337 -16.7% 4 Montana 129.5 54 3%
5 Oklahoma 1217 335626 =31 9% 5 Hawaii 1220 28] 1.7%
[ West Vuginta 1213 333,393 -16.2% 6 Culorado 1208 216 AG.1%
7 Yermont 119.6 R2127 -259% 7 Wyoming 1185 AkH 229G
B Maryland 11438 202 258 -15.3% 8 Utah L3 188 4 7%
9 Massissippi 1nie 200,618 -21.3% 9 Virginia 1100 1648 -12.6%
i1} Maho 1129 280,161 3% 10 Vermont 108 4 il M 8%
11 Indiana 1097 260,016 =120% 1 South Dakota 1083 6.1 11.3%
12 lowa 108.3 250,804 -227% 12 Anzona 1080 159 -7
13 Tennesses 082 250,667 -19.1% 13 Orcgon 107.1 150 1.6%
14 Wisconsin 106.1 236903 -17.6% 14 Kentucky 1050 14.6 59%
15 Alabarna 1060 36218 10.2% 15 Tlaho 1044 143 =129%
16 Delaware 1044 26415 25.0% 16 Minmesow 1033 134 39%
17 Minnesota 3.8 232384 -15.2% 17 Massachusens 12 [EX.} -5 49%
13 Missouri 1034 219817 -19.7% 18 Mainc 02 138 B 0%
19 New fersey 1031 218,100 24 0% 19 Ilinuts 32 138 1.2%
20 Arkansas 2.0 211014 207% i) Nonh Cargiina W23 134 -5.1%
21 North Dakota .4 207533 -11.0% 21 Missouri W20 13.3 5%
22 Louisiana 101.4 207,122 -14.6% 22 Florida 1.6 131 51%
23 South Carfina 101.4 205,521 =21 0% 23 Washington i 129 15%
s North Carolina 100.3 200,490 211% . Tennessee L]k 12.8 WHER
5 Ohia 997 196,669 =11.5% 25 Califomia 16%).6 12.7 D5%
26 Michigan 940 156,032 158% 26 Nebmska e 121 -17.1%
27 Kansas ne 183284 -18.8% 27 Georgia WA 121 -18%
28 Colorado 970 179 383 16.6%5: 28 Rhande Island 96.6 09 30.7%
29 1Minais 908 178,305 2% 29 New York 957 10.5 -109%
30 New Mexico 964 175564 -17.2% 30 Texas 937 97 t.5%
k3| Nevada 963 175,111 159% 3 Penosylvania 932 24 =11.2
32 Pennsylvania 940 160,833 X.5% az New Mexico 927 5.2 226%
33 Ltah 9226 151,801 -145% 3 Michipun 924 9.1 24%
M New York 915 145,149 -68.1% 4 Wiscomsin 1.6 7 -13.9%
i5 Arizona 14 144,108 -16.6% 35 New Hampshire 914 8.6 214 1%
36 Gicorgia %09 141242 -19.1% 36 South Camolina BRS 73 -4.3%
37 Qregon 90.6 139,089 -199% 37 lown 83 73 22%
ki) Virginia 291 129,709 -M.6% kil Ohia 8.3 13 -11.0%
k1] Nebraska 868 114951 -18.8% 3% Louisiana 8.1 72 140%
L Washington 85.5 107,026 -37% 40 Indizna Hg8.1 71 7%
41 Montana 47 101,897 -192% L1 New Jersey 873 6.8 6.6%
42 Maine B 94039 -30.8% 42 Maryland 86.5 05 =17.1%
43 California 841 97914 3. 43 Connecticut 855 60 -0.6%
44 Texns 839 96,954 =16.2% 4+ Oklahoma 853 59 0%
45 Florida #35 494062 -19.5% 45 Arkansas K33 51 30%
46 Connecticut S 62.745 -49.0%: 46 Alabama K11 4.1 174%
47 Massachusens 3 57,778 -HI% 47 Kansas ™ 35 24 5%
44 Rhode Island 6.5 50,000 ST30% 48 West Virgimia 1 32 -16.5%
ina Alaska infa) (nfa) (nfu} 49 Misszssippi s 15 -8.3%
(i) Vs (nfa) {wa} {n/a} 50 Belaware 727 04 B564%
Ratil wons carried per $1 mill. transportation GDP, 2013 Nonstop departures to lurgest conanercial and techuology markets per
Ruilroads remain a core ¢lement of our nation’s iransponation 1.00() residents, 2014 . .
infrastructure, especially for many agricultural and industrial products. The The convenicnce of flying 1o major business centers has a large effect on
productivity of rail raffic varies from state-to-state, and is an important states’ competitive positions. Ellnpl_oycrs prefer stales and regions with
aspeet of its cconomic importunce. The above table gives the number of relatively casy access 1o the nation’s largess financial, legal, and
tons of rail freight that eriginated, terminated, or passed through the state, government centers, Nonstop flights fo the 1op 20 venture capital bubs were
divided by the gross domestic product of rai! transportation industries in tallied, and the counts are shown here as a praportion of cach state’s
each state. population. S¢e Appendix for more detail.
Source: Association of American Railrouds Source: US, Depariment of Transportation
Midwest Performance, 2013 Midwest Performance, 2014
State Tons per S8 mill, GDI* Rank Stute i lie Rank
Tndiarss 2016 1" Ilinois 138 14
Wisconsin 236903 14 Michigan 9.1 3
Ohio 196.669 5 Wisconsin 87 H
Mictigan 186,032 % Ohia 13 i
Wlisisis 178305 £ Indiana A &
Michigan. 2019 - 2013 | Michigan.2011-2014
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AIRPORT PERFORMANCE
Change, 2H 1.
Rank Sdate Score I'ercent Delaved 20014 (%)
50-Stute Averuge 21 3% 18.5%
1 Hawnii 159.5 1.7% -5%
2 Moniana 143.1 11.6% 19%
3 Ltah 1369 13.1% %
4 Alaska 1344 137% 6%
5 Washinglon 127.6 153% (n/a)
] aho 1253 15.9% 3%
7 Oregon 122.8 i6.5% 18%
] Wyoming 1215 16.8%. W%
9 Cannecticut 120.3 17.1% 9%
10 Rhode Island 120.2 17.1% %
1] Minmesota 118.0 17.6% 9%
2 New Hampshire 1148 IR4% 8%
13 Massachusetts 30 I8.8% 1%
] Michigon 1111 19.2% 4%
15 North Carvlina 109.4 197% iz
16 Pennsylvania 1078 200% %
17 Nerth Dakota 1069 20.2% 2%
1.3 Nehraska 1043 M9% 6%
19 Arizona 4.3 9% 5%
20 Mainc 103.3 2E1% 17%
21 Georgia 1032 2L1% 5%
23 Alabama 1018 21.5% 26%
23 Louisiana 1008 21.7% Rl
24 Florida 10606 2| 8% 17%
25 Virginia 100.0 21.95% 185
26 Mississippi 100.0 2| 9% 23%
2 Oklashoma o6 20% o
28 QOhio 994 220% %
29 Indiana Y87 123% 20%
30 New York 97.6 22.5% 9%
31 Sowth Carolina 970 6% A%
32 California 968 2.7% 218G
33 South Dakota 96.7 2.91% WBF
M Kentucky 965 2.7% 9%
35 Kansas 963 128% 3%
36 Wisconsin 949 L% {n/a}
37 New Mexico 922 39% 6%
38 Tennessce 907 24.0% 0%
34 Vermont 90.6 1% %
A Missouri B88 24 6% 23%
41 Nevada B8.6 24.6% %
41 Belaware 878 24.8% {n/a)
43 Arkansas 859 25.2% 3%
4 Texas 85,6 253% 2B%
45 Towa 820 62% 42%
46 West Virginia N 26.7% 12%
47 Colorado 3 272% 2%
48 New Jersey 78 28.6% 6%
49 Maryland 599 291% 0%
50 1linois 547 2T 28%

Percent of arrivals wud departures delaved, 2014

Infrastructure must not only be available but offer efficient service. While
the "Major Market Access” metric measures the availability of flights to
major commercial and techrology hubs, this metric measures quality of
service in the form of timeliness. The above table shows the percentage of
arrivals and departures delayed due to air carrier delay. securily defay, or
national aviation system delay.

Source: US, Bureau of Transporation Suntistics

Midwest Performance, 2014

State Percent Delayed
Michigan 19.2%
Ohio 0%
Indiana ehlalyy
Wisconsin 2319
Nlinuvis 317%
| Michigan, 2014 - 2014
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WATER QUALITY
Percent of Change, 201 1-
Ruank __ Sute Score Population 2004 (%)
30-State Average 7% 2M4.9%
1 WNorth Dakota 44 0.3% -B10%
2 Washington 1143 0.4% 5.0%
3 Flonda 1131 0.7% -832%
4 Connecticut 1128 0.7% -47 0%
3 Nevada 1.7 1.0% -60.2%
6 Michigan 1z 1.0% -61.6%
7 Minnesota 113 1LI% -692%
8 Maryland 1108 1.2% -202%
9 Indiana 9.0 1.7% 498%
10 Ohio 1085 1.8% -53.1%
11 North Carolina 107.8 20% 413%
12 Wyonting 107.6 20% ~40.5%
13 Hitnuns 1.2 21% -36.6%
14 South Camlina 107.1 22% 104 5%
15 Colorado 106.1 24% -T0.3%
16 Virginis 4.4 2.8% -1.|%
17 California 1037 kfi. ] -13.1%
13 Maine 102.8 3.2% -55.5%
19 Delaware 101.7 3.5% -86.4%
20 West Virginia 101.7 i5% -55%
21 Kentucky 101.7 35% -73.6%
22 Anzona 101.6 5% 17.5%
23 South Dakoa 1008 37% 43.4%
) Kansas 100.1 39% 630%
25 Wisconsin 1000 Ih% =24 4%
26 Towa 1000 3.9% -15.0%
27 Missouri 93 4.1% -40,3%
28 Alabama 96.7 4.7% 101 6%
ol Pennsylvania 95.7 5.0% -72.8%
30 Tdaho 918 57% “39.4%
31 New Jersey 919 55% -659%
3R Vermont 912 6.1% -56.4%
33 Tennessee 90.6 6.3% 764 2%
34 ‘Texas BG4 1.3% -17.1%:
35 New Mexico 84.1 79% 0.8%
36 Nebraska 832 B.1% -21.8%
kTl Alaska 6.7 9.7% 16.6%
3z Arkansas 759 99% -83%
39 New Hampshire 55 100% 87%
40 Missisaippi 723 107% 25.5%
41 Massackusens 720 10.9% -138%
42 Montana 0.3 113% 377%
43 Utah 69.0 11.6% 1114%
4 Georgia 669 121% 695
45 Louisiana 566 HI% 412%
46 Rhode 1sland 54.2 15.3% R19%
47 Oregon 463 17.3% 217.5%
48 Oklahoma 0.7 23.6% 155%
49 Hawaii -50.0 73.0% 10030.3%
49 New York 500 45.6% 755.6%

Percent of popularion served by water svstems with reported health
violations, 2014
Water treatment and provision is a large cost for municipalities and siates,
Much of this cost is, rightly, to ensure thut water quality meets health
standards. The above table shows the percentage of each state’s population
that was served by community water systems that have recorded health-
standard violations,

Source: US. Environmental Protection Agency

Midwest Performance, 2014

State
Michlgan
Indiana
Ohio
lllinois
Wisconsin

Pereent of Population
1.0%
1L7%
1.8%
X%
39%

Michigan, 2011-2014

P

Percent of Pupianen
4 %

Rank
[
9
10
13

25
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ENERGY RELIABILITY
Number of Change, 2001-
Rank __ Stale Score Disturbances 2014 (Absi
S5i-State Average 34 IT6%
| Arizona 125 n <0
| Delaware 1125 ] [i]
| Hawaii 125 D 45
| Idabwy 1125 0 0
1 fowa 1123 U] -3
| Kansas 12s 0 a
i Montana 1125 a 0
1 Nebraska 1125 0 [i]
1 Nevadla 1125 0 [}
1 New Mexico 1125 ¢ -4
1 North Daknta 125 [} 1]
| South Dakota 1zxs ] ]
1 Utah 1125 0 -7
1 Wyoming 1125 0 31
15 Coloradu 12 [ 15
i6 Florida 108.5 I 4
17 Alaska 108.5 11 1t
18 Tennessee 07,0 15 29
19 Wisgonsin 1067 15 3
20 Connecticut 106.2 17 -13
21 Orcgon 1048 2 19
k) Georgia 1038 23 15
23 Alabama 1012 25 -14
24 Nurth Carolina 1004 1n 49
et ] Califumia 100.1 3 -16
26 Rhode [slamd 99.9 33 -181
27 Tenas 995 a5 -2
23 New Hampshire 940 36 -265
x New York 987 37 4
30 Maine 985 37 =210
k1] Mussouri 96.6 43 24
n Mississippi 96.3 43 -6
33 Massachuseits 958 & g
31 Washington 935 45 12
35 Louisiana 92 49 36
36 Oklahoma 941 49 33
37 Minnesota 2R 52 28
38 Litinois 865 49 =10
39 Vermont B5 1 73 3
40 New Jerscy B34 s 48
4 Atkansas 827 9 18
42 Pennsylvania T8 87 B
43 Maryland T 97 29
£E) Ohin 5.6 119 75
€5 Michigan 615 120 19
Ay Virginia 609 132 47
47 Indiana (L1} 137 |
48 West Virginin 03 298 209
A South Caralina 246 05 269
50 Kenlucky <289 375 267

Average number of customers affected by major svsient invidents on
clectric power svstems per LK residems, 2014

In an information technology world, reliable power distribution has become
an increasingly important consideration in business atirtion and retlention

[he ahove table Lists the average number of customers affected by major

system incidents on electric power systems per 1,000 residents in the state,

including any partial or complele occurrence.
Sourve: US. Energy Administration Information
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Sle per LAKH) Residents R
Wiscamsin 15 "
fllincis 69 15
Ohics 19 44
Michigan 120 45
Indiana 137 a7
[ Michigan, 2011 - 2014
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DIGITAL CONNECTIVITY

Imponrtant building blocks of the innovation
economy and technology-based economic
development are not only traditional/public works
infrastructure but “virtual” infrastructure,
information highways, and IT services. The ability
to connect and communicate directly relates to
the innovative and entrepreneurial capacity of a
state. The following metrics give an overview of
the access to and use of the Internet and
computers, focusing on outcome measures rather
than underlying infrastructure investments.

Midwest Performance

2014 2012 2010

lflinois * * *
Michigan * * *
Indiana * ek &
Wisconsin * ® *
Ohio * * L

Michigan Entreprensurship Score Card - 2016 Edition

Empowaring Michigan Entrepreneurs

Rank State 2014 2012 2010
1 North Dakota O T L T
2 Idaho ok akkk Wk ok
3 South Dakota Wbk sk .
4 New Hampshire ke *nEE ok
5 Alaska wxk Wk HohdoR
6 Vermont o KERE e
7 Maryland *okk ok -
8 Massachusetts wokk - oo
9 Rhode Island L] hwx —
10 Utah ok wkk gk
11 Oregon ek ek e
12 Wyoming wxn L] whw
13 Delaware ok o an—
14 Connecticut " #on .
15 California " «x ok
16 Colorado *k o -
17 New Jersey " o -
18 Washington o *x o
19 Hawaii *k — »
20 Mississippi e o o
21 Montana e o .
22 New York wx *x o
23 Virginia ¥ " "
24 Nevada el *% e
25 Texas L * s
26 West Virginia ** ** o
a7 Kansas L1 ok -
28 Nebraska ok # o
29 Minnesota * * *x
30 linois * " *
AN Michigan » " *
32 lowa * *

33 Indiana * *oh *H
34 Arkansas * * -
35 Georgia * * *
36 Pennsylvania * * *
37 Alabama * * *
38 Florida * * *
39 Oklahoma » * K
40 Tennessee * a« *
41 Maine * » -
42 North Carclina * " woh
43 Louisiana * * *
44 Missouri * - *
45 Wisconsin * * *
46 South Carolina * " ®
47 Arizona * * *
48 New Mexico * ® »
49 Ohio * * *
30 Kentucky * * *
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BROADBAND CONNECTIONS BROADBAND COVERAGE
Lines per Chaonge, 2010 Providers per Change, 2010-
Rank _ Stale Seure Househald 20013 (%) Hank ___ Staie Scure 000 Residents 2003 1%)
50-State Averuge 23 70.4% Jt-Srare Average 194 J33%
1 Hawaii 141.1 36 58.2% 1 Idaher 2253 1060 2%
2 California 1358 295 114 2 North Dakota 20040 870 334%
3 New Jersey 1323 249 126% 3 Vermont 169.1 038 13.6%
4 Texas 1245 273 66.5% 4 Alaska 163 .6 593 1.4%
5 Utah 1206 266 T8.8% 5 Sowmb Dakota 148.7 48.5 88.5%
6 Canneclicut 1200 2465 63 7% L] West Virginia 14582 459 37.1%
7 Maryland HE.| 261 602% ? New Hampshire 1436 446 36.64
R Colotado 17 260 M06% B Wynming 143.5 446 Y87
9 Delaware "2 259 ™R 9 Mississippi 1238 297 HE2.0%
10 Massachuscuis 17.1 259 674K i Montana 1235 256 46 4%
] Neviada li64 2158 622% I Nehraska 1234 94 H6%
12 New York 105.5 256 {niay 12 lowa 117.3 244 1T 0%
13 Virginia 1131 252 697 13 Kaiisas 1168 245 74%
14 Washingtan 1122 250 AT 14 Oregun 1160 219 535.6%
15 Alaska 1103 246 42 5% 15 Indiana 107 1949 9 1%
16 Florida Y 245 68 1% 16 Mmnesola 1087 184 48.4%
17 Mimis 10740 40 63 5% 17 Uah 1076 176 39.3%
I8 North Dabavia 1064 1 959% 18 Muine 1072 173 27.6%
v Lawis i s 4 237 59.5% 19 Arkansas 1067 169 5%
m Georgia M3 235 67.14% 0 Oklahoma 1067 164 47%
A Orepon ny 133 6TH% 2 Colorade w7 154 T24%
2 New lanpshine 133 233 .25 22 Kentucky 103.6 145 T548%
21 lbahor 1013 2353 h] Rhode Island 1032 142 363%
Michipgan 1021 2% U Delaware (L 150 6.1%
. k] R 227 25 New Mexico 10001 237%
.6 135 26 Whashington 999 A54%
Arizuin 9w a 225 7 Nevada 985 2L1%
Ohlafoma DR 0 22 bl ] Michignn 415 100 43.2%
n Nelirsha 912 221 29 Tennessee 96 3 9.1 312%
) Penmyy hhant Y12 22 i Louisinn 9.6 78 219%
1| (hio 972 sl 3 Ohio 940 T3 5%
X2 North Cirolans 4.7 i 32 Sowh Cornling 940 73 63%
A Wacnnmg 95.6 ZIR 33 Elawail 937 7 93 6%
kel Ransius 9229 203 M Maryland 934 69 RO0%
a5 Indiasta 913 211 35 Gevrgia 4933 6.8 20.6%
36 Tenncsice 919 21 36 Arizonn 926 63 353%
37 Missour 915 200 37 Missouri 921 60 0%
38 New Mexico UIN 209 38 Pennsylvania 915 55 160%
3% Kentucky Ru.2 205 ko Texas 609 50 50.4%
30 Alabama Ho 205 40 Connectivut WY 50 14 8%
41 South Caroliny BRB 205 4 Massacinisetis RI.B 42 61 2%
42 South Dakota B77 203 42 Nonh Carolina D5 40 30 5%
43 Mississippi K. 0]} 43 Mlinvis LUR] iy 26.5%
44 Vermant LA 20 H Alahama B8O 13 98.0%
45 Arkansas Bh Y m 45 Wieomsih K86 11 A%
46 Montana 839 195 46 MNew lersey BH.1 pd] D3%
47 Wisconsin 837 1.95 47 Virginia K74 24 TR%
a8 lowa B4 193 44 New York HO.8 1y A07%
49 Maine ™3 LB6 (LT 4 Florida w07 K] 7Y%
50 West Virginia LG 170 G347 30 Calilurtia 05 17 A
Number of broadband fiterniet lines per household, 2013 High-speed imernct providers por KOO residens, 2003
The term “broadband™ 15 a catch-all phrase that encompasses cable and A good geographic coverage of brimdband makes sure that all parts of the
wircless internet access, DSL. ISDN. T-1, and T-3. Once the province only state have the opporumity w be part of digital and mobile technology
of Lirger businesses and carly-adopier individuals, broadband's high transformations. At the same lime, the access has to be at a reasonable cost
download speeds are increasingly available o the everyday user and small and service, and some extent of competition is more likely to assure such
business, Available and inexpensive broadband is becoming vital to an outcome. The table above shows the number of high-specd Intemet
eeonomic competitiveness. The adjacent table shows the number of providers relitive 1o the population.
broadband lines per household in each state,
Source: Federal Conmnunications Commission Sovrce: Fedverad Communicatioms Commmission
Midwest Performance, 2013 Midwest Performance, 2013
State gl i Runk State Tndea Rank
IHuwris 24 17 {enluiz e 1%
Aicttigan 3 M Mlichigan 1] 28
Ohin B k1 Olsies o} i
Incline 21 3% Mlsmois 4 Ay
Wiscansin 19 a7 Wiscumnsin 3 45
Michigan, 2010 - 2012 Michigan, 2010 2513
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NEXT GENERATION INTERNET

Number per Change, 2010-

INTERNET SPEED
Peak Connection Change, 2011-
Runk Stale Score Speed 2004 (%)
30-State Average 45 139%
| Delaware 1389 66 O8%:
= Mussachuscits 1278 [21] 184%
3 Rhode Island 1246 58 W%
4 Connecticut 1244 58 137%
5 New Jjersey 1220 57 235%
6 Maryland 1179 35 23%
7 North Dakota 1169 54 4%
B New York 1168 54 131%
9 Utah 1159 53 115%
1] Virginia 1152 53 YA
1t Washington 1140 52 218%
12 Michigan 1128 52 139%
K] Pernsylvania 1123 51 135%
14 New Hampshire 1.7 5] 5%
15 California 1107 50 125%
16 South Dakota 1105 50 9%
17 Oregon 1.4 50 172%
18 Wiiconain 107.2 +8 106%
4] Florida 105.6 48 141%
20 Indianz 143 47 B7%
2 Minnesota 1040 47 124%
i Tennessce 1035 J6 9%
23 Colorada 115 45 159%
M Nevada LR 45 96%
25 Vermom (LI 45 0%
26 1linois 99.8 44 2%
B2 Texas 995 44 19}3%
28 South Camlina 93 44 805
29 Georgia 98.2 43 254%
30 Anzona 97.0 43 185%
3 Alabama 910 43 [N
52 Nonh Carofina 9.5 42 67T%
3 Wyaming 959 42 2445
H Missoun 944 41 2407
35 Nebraska 938 41 193%
36 Hawaii 924 40 7%
37 Oklaboma 919 40 90%
38 Kansas 50.1 3y %
39 West Virginio i 0] k] 8%
40 lowa 884 38 122%
4] Maontana 88.1 38 143%
42 Alaska 855 36 1%
43 Louisiana 5.1 36 116%
44 Maine B3 36 50%
45 Misszssippi 840 a5 B8
46 New Mexico 827 35 80%
47 1daho B26 35 130%
48 Kemucky 9.7 33 145%
49 Arkarisas B0 32 142%
50 Ohio 723 29 5%

Average peak connencrion speed in megabits per second, 2014

Fully benefiting from today’s information highway is not enly a matter of
access and competitive ISP services but speed. Even though broadband
coverage has reached most areas of the nation, states and regions vary

considerably in quality of the service indicated by connectivity

characteristics and speed. The nbove table lists the average peak connection
speed in megabits per second in each state - provided annually by Akamai

in their State of the Internet repont.

Source: Akanui

Midwest Performance, 2014

Average Cannection

State Speed Runk
Michigan 51.6 12
Wisconsin 4.5 18

Indiaita 468 20
Hiinois 443 26
Ohlo 289 50

Michigan, 2011 - 2014
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Rank ___ State Scure 1WA establ. 2013 (%)
J0-State Avergpr oo 2355

1 South Dakota 173.6 118 05%
2 Maryland 1547 98 9,45
3 North Dakota 147.1 89 ~24%
4 Missiasippi 143.2 85 265%
5 Rhode Island 1298 71 12%
6 Massachuseits 1242 65 B0%
7 Arkansas 1214 62 1.1%
8 Alabama 120.8 61 1.5%
¢ Utah 1178 58 01%
10 Oregon 116.| 56 1.0%
1] Moruana 1157 56 09%
12 New Hampshire 1138 54 11%
13 West Virginia 1123 52 102 8%
14 Nevada 1111 5.1 07%
15 Alaska 1.8 50 £.7%
16 Wyoming 1093 49 D5%
17 Missouri 107.8 438 18%
18 Vermont 074 4.7 2%
19 Elaho 107.4 4.7 25%
20 Virginia 1074 47 9.1%
21 New Mexico 1059 4.6 08%
22 Delaware 100 4.1 ~49.7%
23 Kansas 101.4 4.1 1.0%
b2 Ohin 100.6 40 1.2%
25 Colorada 100.5 40 0.7%
26 Louisiana 995 39 0.1%
27 Tennessee 994 ER] 1.6%
28 New York 59.1 38 DA%
29 lowa 983 3.7, 09%
30 Pennsylvanin 98.1 3.7 0A%
M North Caroling 931 3.7 1.4%
3 California 563 s 11.2%
k| Texns 953 34 0.6%
3 Oklahoma 94.5 33 03%
35 Kentucky 94.5 33 11%
36 Georgia 93.8 313 41.6%
37 linois 932 3.2 0.6%
38 Hawaii 910 32 1.5%
k] Artzona 926 31 9%
40 South Carolina 912 D 1.6%
41 Tndiana #9.3 28 -19.1%
42 Maine B66 25 1.1%
43 Washington 88 23 14%
44 Connecticut 845 23 14%
45 Wisconsin LEY 2 L%
46 Nebraska B4 19 0.6%
a7 Michigan 304 18 -193%
48 Florida 804 1.8 0.1%
49 Minnesota 76.1 14 0.6%
50 New Jersey 756 1.3 24 3%

Number of Abilene nenvork participants & connectors per 100,000
establishments, 2013

What broadband is 1o the dial-up modem, the Abilene network, or
“Internet2,” is 10 broadband. With a transmission speed that is magnitudes
beyond anything available to the average consumer or firm, universities
and private rescarch [abs use it to conduct complex joint research projects.
The availability and use of the network hings ai future competitiveness in
the information-technology arena. The above 1able lists the number of
network participants and connectors relative to establishments,

Source: Abilene Nenvork

Midwest Performance, 2013
Number per 100,000

State Estahl, Rank
Ohiw 4.0 4
Itlinois 32 37
Indiana 28 41
Wisconsin thad 45
Michigan 1.8 47

Michigan, 2010 - 2013
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RURAL INTERNET ACCESS
Change, 2HK-
Runk __ State Score Pereent 2003 {%)
5. Srate Averdye 68% 7%
1 New Hampshire 1168 BU%: 6.7%
| Oregon 1168 B0% 15 9%
! Washington 1168 % 15%
4 Jduho 1154 9% 162%
4 New Jersey 1154 T9% 53%
6 Wyoming 1140 8% -2.5%
1 Monlann 1126 % 11.6%
8 Ulzh 12 T6% 169%
4 Colorado 108 5% 103%
10 North Dakola 1070 3% 1%.7%
1 Califurnia LD5.6 % 9.1%
1L Nebraska 105.6 2% 16.1%
" South Dakota 105.6 2% 16.1%
i Wisconsin 105.6 % 7.5%
15 lowa 1042 NG 14 5%
££] Florda 1028 0% 171%
6 IMiuis 1020 0% 14 8%
16 Minnesola 1028 TR 11%
" New York 1014 [ 45%
20 Kansas 1000 6% 63%
m Mary band 1004 68% 153%
n Michigon 8.6 aT% YR
n Gewrpia 072 66% 0%
23 North Caealing 572 66% 4.4%
3 Texas 97.2 L8 1583
Rl Ohiny 958 65% 18.2%
) Arkansas 044 6% 14.53%
2 Virginia o944 A% -4 5%
29 Indiana 930 3% 33%
29 Louisiana 9340 63% 37.0%
29 Oklahoma 930 63% 5%
3] South Caroling 230 63% 370%
33 Missauri 9L.6 621% 265%
M Alabama 902 615 173%:
34 kentucky 902 61% 27.1%
34 Tennesses 20.2 6% 298%
37 Pennsylvania 874 59% 2249%
38 Mississippi B6.O 58% 23A%
38 West Virginia 860 SB% -4 9%
40 Arizona B1E 55% 315%
40 New Mexico 818 55% 22%
() Alaska (nfa) () (nfa)
(na) Connecticut (nia) {nia} (n/al
(n/a) Delaware na) (n'al {(na
{n/a} Hawaii (i) /3y (nia)
(wa) Maine (wa) [CH] {(wa)
(O] Massachuseuts (na) i) i)
) Nevada (wa) {wa} (wal
{niah Rhle Island () (w'a) {nfa)
(nal Vermont ina) (a2 {nfah

Percent of farms with Internet access, 2013
The percentage of farms with Internel access expresses 4 number of

important factors about o state’s digital infrastructure. In a parallel to reral

clectrification in the 1930s, chief among these factors are questions about

the “last mile™—the extent 1o which reliable, cheap or convenient [nternct
access has reached rural areas—and the development of COmMUMity-access
portals in mure rural areas. The above table shows the percentage of farms

that use computers for Intemet access, published every 1wo years.
Source: US. Department of Agriculture

Midwest Performance, 2013

Percent of Furms
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QUALITY OF LIFE (SENSE OF PLACE)

Quality of Life (or "Sense of Place") has been
gaining increased attention from those
responsible for economic development. Amenity
value caught the attention of thoughtful
professionals and public officials, particularly with
the release of Richard Florida's 2002 book, “The
Rise of the Creative Class.” States, regions, and
cities have become increasingly concerned about
how to attract not just businesses, but individual
entrepreneurs and young skilled workers in
general who increasingly put emphasis on quality
of life in their location decisions. Also, they will
soon become very aware of the mobility of
experienced, energetic retiring/semi-retiring baby
boomers looking for places to call home that offer
opportunities to continue to work, play, contribute
to society, and make money. in short, amenity
economics is back! Quality of life is a desirable
attribute in its own right-pursuit of the good life,
but it is increasingly important as a factor when
attracting and retaining the “right” kinds of
workers and companies to sustain future growth.
In this way, good quality of life begets better
guality of life.

Comprised of sub-drivers in Civic Energy and
Harmony, Lifestyle and Play, Pocketbook
indicators, and Health and Safety, this driver
seeks to measure the overall quality of life in each
state. Quality of life often varies considerably
within states. Consequently, future scores far this
driver could be broken out by region.

Midwest Performance

2014 2012 2010
Illinois Aok Aok *kk
Wisconsin *okok P ok
Michigan *i o ik
Ohio *ok ok "
Indiana * ek
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Rank State 2014 2012 2010
1 Vermont P -
2 South Dakota LE Ll R -
3 Massachusetls XA Ak etk
4 lowa LZE T ek ke -
5 Minnesota il xRk Mok
6 Montana Hekok PR —
7 Maryland ko Rk ok
8 Wyoming RN whek Rk
9 Nebraska il EE LT wEk
i0 Virginia o HRRH T
" New Hampshire LI ek LT
12 Florida *nx . -
13 North Dakota ke R AR
14 Pennsylvania nx ST Aok
15 Alaska aekk ok Ak
16 Delaware L ARk R
17 New Jersey e e .
18 Kansas Rk o Ak
19 Rhode Island wh Hkh ke
20 lingis LT Kk T
21 Connecticut kst e *koke
22 Missouri E% Eok -
23 Colorado Ao s —
24 Utah P - ok
25 New York *kh P -
26 Oregon ok hk ok
27 Washington o ok ok
28 Maine LET ek Wk
29 Wisconsin Hohk ¥ "%
30 North Carolina ok =4k "
3 Idaho "o - "
a2 Louisiana ok P -
33 Michigan Aok *x ok
34 Hawaii o o™ x%
35 Waest Virginia % o o
36 Tennessee ¥ *x **
37 Kentucky "ok . ~
38 QOhio e o *
39 Oklahoma ok - -
40 California ok *x He
4 Arkansas L1 * *
42 Alabama LT o .
43 South Carolina - *k *
44 Mississippi * o *
45 Indiana " LT *
46 Georgia * *x ®
47 Arizona * * *
48 New Mexico * "™ *
49 Texas * * *
50 Nevada * » ”
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CIVIC ENERGY AND HARMONY

Midwest Performance

Rank  State 2014 2012 2010

2014 2012 2010 1 Maryland T
lllinois ek e e 2 Vermont PP, e
Wisconsin Hox A HH 3 New Hampshire S I L
Michigan *oke skt Ak 4 Colorado whkk SHER ——
Ohio * - AL 5 Massachusetts BEER RERRE RERRK
6 Connecticut LLE] ThHE P

—— ’ - ¥ 7 Minnesota Wkl RNk P
8 lowa e P P

9 Utah hkdok ok e

10 Oregon wEER Rk "

11 Rhode Island ARk ok P

12 Virginia akwn ok -

13 Montana nokk T p.

14 New York * ik Bk *ha

15 Washington ) wEE R

16 lliinois L1 ey wEE

17 Kansas wak PR I

18 Georgia o r— -

19 Alaska *olok ok Ik

20 Wyoming ok *Ak o

21 Nebraska L bk -

22 New Jersey wxw x -

23 South Dakola " - W

24 California ok *hk -

25 North Carolina xx - —

26 Maine o ok S

27 Delaware e Rk —_—

28 Pennsylvania woh wex ok

29 Missouri *ok Wk ok

30 Wisconsin i Ak ek

N Texas *k " e

32 Louisiana " *% %

33 Oklahoma ** ok .

34 Florida e - -

35 North Dakota H T -

36 Tennessee *e *n ok

7 Michigan *% we Hokk

38 Idaho Lo o -k

39 Arizona wk *k s

40 Arkansas " *n -

41 Hawaii * * *

42 South Carolina * e o

43 Ohio * o e

44 Alabama » o o

45 West Virginia * o %

46 Mississippi * *h ®

47 Indiana * - w

48 New Mexico * wkx "

48 Nevada * * "

50 Kentucky * *e .
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CHARITABLE GIVING
Change, 2010-
Ronk _ Swnte Score Percent 203 (%)
50-State Averuge 133% -0.5%
1 tah 1995 301% -1.7%
2 Wyaming 1402 203% 0.1%
3 Georgia 1375 1.99% 6%
4 Alabama 1233 1.74% 0.1%
5 New York 1199 1.68% 2%
6 Maryland 195 1.67% 0.6%
7 South Carvlina 1169 1.63% -15%
8 Idaho 149 1 59% 03%
Y Mississippi 1nee 1.54% 045
Lt} Netth Carolina 1y 1.54% -1.2%
1l Oklahoma 1o 1.52% 13%
12 Connecticnt 1083 1 38% 1L7%
13 Califomia 1065 1.45% 1.6%
14 Tennessee 1062 1.44% 1.7%
15 Oregon 1060 1.44% 34%
16 Texas M6 141% 549
17 Kansas 1040 1.40%: S5.1%
18 Virginia 103.9 1.40% -40%
9 Montanra 1031 1.39% -35%
pat} Arkansas 102.1 1.37% ~43%
21 Nevada 1010 1.35% 11.4%
22 Massachusets 100.5 1.34% 66%
ek} Colorndo 100.2 1L.34% 14%
M4 Florida 1002 1.34% 5.1%
] South Dakota 1000 1.33% o1%
26 Minnesota 100.0 §.33% -23%
kL Whashington 998 133% 6.1%
28 Missouri 98.5 13t% L0%
29 [Hinois 984 1.30% 20%
0 Michigan 969 1.28% 55%
3l Nebraskn 96.7 L.27% -95%
32 Arizona 953 1.25% 0.5%
33 Kentucky 9232 1. 20% -6.7%
3 Indizna 914 1.18% -39%
35 Delaware §9.4 1.15% -15%
36 Louisiann B84 1L13% 14%
7 Wisconsin B1.6 LI2% -15%
an New Jersey 87.6 1.12% -L1%
39 lowa §7.2 L% -2A%
40 Pennsylvania 855 1.08% L%
41 Ohio H4.8 107% H5%
42 New Mexico 823 1.02% -1.0%
43 Hawaii 79.5 0.98% D.1%
44 Vermont 782 095% 62%
45 Rhode Islamd 2 0.93% -37%
46 New Hampshire 53 091% 4.9%
47 North Daketa T8 0.84% 05%
43 Maine 714 083% -59%
49 Alaska 70 083% -112%
50 ‘West Virginia 654 0.73% 13%

ltemized contributions us percent af personal income, 2013

The contributions of exach resident 1o charitable causes are a sign of
community involvement and the tie of the residents to their home state.
Although charitable deductions on federal income tax returns do not
indicate the location of the use of those funds, they provide a genera) sense
of a state’s civic participation. The above table shows the amount of
itemized charitable deductions as a percent of the state’s personal income.,
Source: Internal Revenue Service

Midwest Performance, 2013

Percent of Personal

State 1 Rank
ncome
[Hinois 1.3% 29
Michigan 13% 30
Indiana 1.2% 34
Wisconsin 1.1% 7
Ohio 1L1% 41
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VOTER TURNOUT
Change, 2010-
Rank __ Stute Score I'ereent 2014 {%)
S50-Srare Average kXL -10.0%
1 Maine 1320 580% 4.5%
2 Wisconsin 1294 565% 93%
3 Alaska 1247 538% 3%
4 Colorado 1240 53.4% 6.8%
5 Oregon 1199 51.0% -2.5%
6 Minnesota LIS 50.2% 9.5%
7 lowa 117.6 49.7% -1.2%
8 New Hampshire 114.0 476% 53%
9 Montana 1126 46.8% 2%
10 South Dakota 108.6 5% 15 7%
11 Massachuseits 107.7 310% BI%
il Kentucky 1077 44.0% 38%
13 North Dakon 1074 431.8% -8 9%
13 Loutsiana 1074 43.8% 129%
15 Michigan 1055 427% 6%
15 Florida 1055 42 7% 1.2%
17 Kansas 105 1 42.5% 12%
18 Connecticul 14 8 42.3% -8.0%
19 Rhode Island 1036 41.6% -B.2%
20 Maryland 1034 415% -11.9%
2 Washington 1029 41.2% A%
2 Nourth Carolina 102.3 9% 415
23 Nebraska 1018 $065% 57%
4 IHinois 0.5 $04% 3%
25 Arkansas 100.8 0% 64%
26 Ildabko 99.2 1% 0.1%
27 Vermont 987 3RB% 207%
28 Wyoming 985 ITE -16.6%
29 Georgla 975 I8.1% -6%
30 Virginia 97 365% -5.2%
L] Elawaii w2 362% -11.9%
32 Bennsylvania Y38 360% -13.7%
33 New Mexico 93 35.7% 112%
34 Ohio 923 B.1% -21.3%
35 South Carolina 918 33.8% 12.6%
36 Delaware 9.1 34% ~294%
n Arizona #9.3 334% -16,3%
38 Alabama 885 325% -23.8%
319 Missouri 866 31.8% -274%
40 West Virginia 855 312% -16.6%
41 New Jersey 853 RINL -14 8%
42 Californiz 834 30.0% -320%
43 Oklahoma 83.1 29.8% -23.6%
44 Utah 27 20 6% +152%
45 Nevada 817 29.0% -3L9%
46 Mississippi ElS 289% 219%
47 Tenncssee E1D 28.6% -16.9%
48 Texas BOS 283% -124%
49 MNew York 803 24.2% -192%
50 Indiana 79.6 . 218% *255%

Percent of eligible voters ' turnont ot general elections, 2014

High voter tumout indicates that the residents take an interest in the
development of the state, and is the key to a responsive government. The
above table shows the average percent of the eligible population that voted
in general elections for the highest office.

Source; George Mason Universiry

Midwest Performance, 2014

Stole Percent of Eligible Rank
Topulation
Wisconiin 56.5% 2
Michigan 27% 5
litnois 4% k2]
Ohio 35.1% 34
Imdiana 218% 50

Michigan, 2011 - 2014
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GENDER EQUITY RACIAL/ETHNIC EQUITY
Change, 2001+ Change, 201§«
Runk  Sute Score Percend 24 1% ) Rank __ State Scure Percent 2004 1%}
Si)Srate Average 416% 24V 50)-Stirte Averdge 4% 1.2%
I Maryland 1331 509% 55% ] New Hampshire K37 52005 %
2 Connecticut 1321 506% 11.3% 2 Massachuseits 1316 46.1% 2.7%
3 Massachuseits 1282 495% 4% 3 Maryland 121.9 41.4% 4 8%
4 Colorado 1237 483% 52% 4 Cal:fornia 127.6 442% 4%
5 Virginia 1234 482% 53% 5 Oregon 126.9 43 9% 123%
6 Waoshington LIRG 46.8% 9.3% 6 Washington 1267 43 7% 237
¥i Yermont 1180 46.8% 1.4% 7 Yermont 1221 41.6% 143%
8 Minnesoln 1174 46.6% 52% 8 New Jersey 12006 208% -4 4%
9 New Jersey 165 463% BR% 4 llinvis 1184 YR 11.2%
10 New York 1146 45 4% 40% 1] Tenas HE 1 9.6% 55%
11 New Hampshire 1145 A5.8% 9% It S 161 BT%E 5%
12 Anizong 1123 45.2% 9.7% 12 Utah 1156 K47 26.4%
13 fowa 1054 43 3% 174% 13 Conneeiut na.i 36.7% -130%
14 Unah 1153 43 3% 19.1% 14 Nebrasha 19 36.7% 41.7%
15 Rhurle lstand 1053 433% 15% 15 Hhoxle Il 1.6 I6NG 26.1%
16 Maine 1051 43.2% 48% L] Kansas 1105 36.0% 035
7 Alaska LIZR] 432% 22% 17 Yirginia 103 359% 19%
8 Missaurk 103.5 42.8% 99% 18 Missouri HiJN 35.6% 244%
19 Catifornia 103.0 42.7% RRY3 19 MNew York 1 2 354% 6.1%
20 Nonh Carolina 029 416% 1.7% 20 Towa 78 MHI% %
2 Whineis In28 42.6% 56% 2 Geuorgia [1L1%) M 2% 11.6%
73 West Virginia 7 $2.6% 1. 7% 2 Mimauta 106.7 % 5%
23 South Daketa 126 $26% {1 2 Colonmlo 101.6 MT% -137%
31 Tennessee 1020 4247 1.3% 4 Nerth Dakota 1004 M I% 141%
] Nebraska waz 41 9% RE 25 PPennsylvaria [[LIN] L B SR B i)
2 Georgia 9.8 41H% 35% 26 Ternessee W 9% ik L 3
27 Kansas 4.6 41.B% A3 n North Carolina 9 R ik -1.3%
4 Oregon 96 B SL0A -H10 % Ohiv W6 HT7% 9%
29 Oklahoma 949 40.5% 235 9 Hawaii 95 7% T1%
M Pennaylvania MR AN5% LR K] Oklahoma 989 A% -LI%
R] Texas 934 a0.4% 4K 3 Delaware 9h.6 30.3% 1%
a2 Delaware 918 40.25 1 7% 32 Arkansas 971k 20.5% ~10%
R} Nonh Dakota 92 H00% -7 Ex) Kenmcky 264 A% 109%
M Ohitr 217 967 6.4% u Michigan 96.3 1% -188%
35 Loursiata 97 39.6% 1.2% 35 Alaska 5% 28 9% 12.3%
M Michigan .0 A% 5% 36 Lowvisinna 938 21 9% B5%
37 New Merico 9.3 9.2% 11 0% 37 West Virginia 9t 4 68% -11.3%
iR Florida 902 2% 17% 38 South Dakota iR 264% £9%
RO Wisconsin L.L] IBYE A 1% M Florida 9.5 263% -1349%
Rt Montana 837 18.0% 2.1% 40 Nevula 898 260% 120%
41 Mississippi 845 1% 5% 41 Montana 895 25 8% 29%
42 South Carolina 802 5% ~5.4% 42 Indiana RE0 25.1% -20.4%:
43 Idato 799 364% 6.3% 43 Idahn 877 250% =11.0%
a4 Nevada 9.1 362% 165% 44 Alabama 860 214.2% 0%
45 Wyoming By 36,1% G9% 45 Maine 827 6% -36.8%
46 Hawaii 0 356% 1.4% 26 Wisconsin 814 21 9% -224%
47 Atkansas 753 35.2% 2.5% 47 New Mexicn LR 207% -32.1%
48 Imliana 3 HE% 1% 44 Missisupm 71.5 A0.1% 3%
49 Kentucky 129 34.5% A50% 49 Southy Casulina 765 19.6% N R%
30 Alabama 617 N 5% 2 A% 50 Wyoming T44 18.6% =396
Percent of fenmale labor force in “top jobs, 2014 Percent of non-white labor force in “top jobs,” 2014
Increasingly, there is a preference for diverse business environments, This metnic captures the sime information as women in top jobs on the
especially wmong the young and highly educated workers. Race and gender preceding page. except it measures the foothold of racial minorities at the
equity 1s not only desirable because i is Tur and just: workplaces that 10p of the career ladder. Tl above table shows the percentage of non-white
demaonstrate a commitment to and opponiumties for career advancement of employees who are in managerial. business, and linancial, as weli as
women and minerities are essential to cconomic compentiveness. The professional and related occupations.

above table shows the pereeatage of the women in managerial, business,
amd financial, as well as professional and tefated occupations,

Sowrce: US, Burean of Labor Statistics Sowrce: US. Burean of Lafnor Sttistics
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
Slate Percent Rank State Percend Rank
JLITEATE 4265 al Wi 39 8% 9
Ol 39.0% 34 (Hair 7% R
Michlgan 304% 36 Micligus 0% H
Wisgonsin IB YR » i X519 42
lmliana 3484 a4 Wisconsin 2194 46

Michlgan, 2011 - 2014 Michigan, 2011 - 2014
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GENERATIONAL CREATIVE CLASS

HATE CRIMES
Incidents per Change, 2011-
Rank State Score 100,004 residents 2013({%}
30-State Average 1.84 -129%
1 Wyoming 116.3 0.00 -100.0%
2 Mississippi 1155 0.07 -4 5%
3 Maryland 1135 027 -68.2%
4 Arkansas 113.1 030 -234%
5 Florida 1128 033 =49 4%
6 Louisiana 1128 033 62.8%
7 lowa 1124 037 -284%
B Rbode Island 123 038 -80.1%
9 Pennsylvania 2.1 040 -5 8%
10 Georgia o .50 152.8%
H Texas 110.6 .54 -02%
12 Alaska 107.6 0.82 -68.8%
13 Indiana 107.6 0.82 «696%
14 Nevada 073 085 -68.7%
15 Oklaboma 1072 085 11.2%
16 Hiinois 106.7 091 30.8%
17 Wisconsin 1066 091 -322%
18 South Carolina 1055 1.02 -64.8%
i New Hampshire 1043 1.13 -39.5%
20 Alabama 1042 113 -68.8%
21 Missouri 1029 1.25 -35.7%
2 Delaware 1015 1.39 -16.0%
23 North Carodina 1013 141 A%
bt | Yirginia 101.2 1.42 -20,4%
25 idaho 100.0 1.53 _-26.6%
26 West Virginia 9.5 158 48.1%
27 Oregon 982 1.70 -67.6%
28 Utah 98.1 1.71 -303%
29 New Mexico 97.0 1.81 -3T0¥%
30 Colomdo 969 1.82 51.1%
3 Minnesota 965 1.85 -S0.0%
32 Califomia 95.5 1.96 29.0%
3 Maine 939 1 49,26
M South Dakoa 9.6 B ) -19.3%
35 Vermon 908 239 9%
36 Kansas 889 257 -10%
3 Nebraska 879 167 9.5%
38 New York B6.7 277 -1 6%
39 Tennessce 46 298 323%
40 Montana B4 3oz 29.9%
4 Michigan 822 20 -1L6%
42 Connecticit 715 3 -0 8%
43 Kentucky 6.7 in <14 1%
44 New Jersey 762 376 -3 T
45 Arizona 724 4.2 335%
46 Ohio 721 415 79.8%
47 Washington 69.7 437 39.9%
48 North Dakota 585 542 338%
44 Massachuscits 540 5.78 02%
{nay New Jersey {nal (n/a) {nfa)

Number of reported hate-crime incidents 1 100,000 covered residents, 2014

Hate crimes and similar bekavior indicate that there are social tensions

between groups of different origin and values. A lower level of community

cohesion will diminish the attractiveness of a state, especially in today's
economy with an increasing influx of immigrants and the importance of
alternative lifestyles. The above table shows the number of reported
incidents that were motivated in whole or in part by a bias against the

victim's perceived race, religion. ethnicity, sexual orientation, or disability.

Source: Federal Burean of Investigation

Midwest Performance, 2014

State lllcldl.'lltl‘lfs'[:’:l; llsilﬂ.llﬂtl Rasik
Indrana 0.82 13
Hlinois 0.91 10
Wisconsin 0o 1?7
Michigun 320 4
Ohic 4.15 46
Michigar, 2011.2014
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Share of Labor Change, 2001~

Rank Sinte Score Force 2014(%)
J-Srate Average 17.8% 132%

i Massachusetts 148.0 27.0% 244%
2 New Jersey 1369 24.7% A2A%
3 New York 1342 24.1% 149%
4 Connecticut 1312 234% 19.9%
5 Maryland 1305 213% 5%
6 Colorado 1304 232% 65%
7 Vermont 129.6 23.0% 294%
8 Washington 128.4 22.8% 3%
9 Kansas 126.6 RA% 19.1%
10 New Hampshire 119.6 20.9% 6.6%
11 Minncsota 188 WE% 13.5%
12 Virginia 117.3 204% 4.6%
i3 Rhode Island 1168 AMIE 178%
14 1llneis 1157 20.1% 13.8%
15 Montana 1133 19.6% 15.6%
16 Hawait 2 19,1 11.0%
17 Oregon 1006 18.8% 13.3%
18 Alaska 109.1 18.7% 34.0%
19 California 1084 18.5% 94%
20 Pennsylvania 1083 18 5% 16.7%
2 Delaware 074 18.3% 17.2%
2 North Daketa 107.3 18.3% 10.8%
23 Louisiana 10713 18 3% 23.0%
24 Nebraska 105.0 178% 12.1%
25 Ti 100.2 16.8% 1359%
26 Michigan WE 16.7% 04%
27 Texas 98.6 164% 13.0%
28 Arizona 983 164% 0.0%
29 Maine 975 162% 0%
30 Georgia 97.1 161% 6.7%
3l Utah 960 159% 3%
32 Flarida D5.6 15.8% 1.6%
33 West Virginia 95.0 15.7% 17.3%
M Narth Carolina A 15.6% 10.5%
5 Ohio 948 15.6% 5%
35 Oklahoma 47 15.6% 14I%
37 lowa 934 153% 10.0%
33 South Dakota 9137 152% 2%
39 Wisconsin 03 151% 23%
40 Iedaho 90.1 14.6% 269%
41 Nevada 895 14.5% 28.6%
42 Alabama 888 14.3% 20.6%
43 New Mexico BE.6 143% -12.1%
44 Indiana 88.6 14.3% 8.2%
45 Wyoming 883 142% 22.6%
46 Missouri BR2 14.2% 8.3%
47 South Carolina B5.7 13.7% -02%
48 Kentucky 83 129% - 9%
49 Arkansas 99 124% -12%
50 Mississippi 784 12.0% DA%

Percent of labor force age 16-34 & 55+ years old with « bachelor's degree
or higher, 2014

Creativity is evident at all age levels. Most notably, a new group of highly
talented experienced workers is emerging as a byproduct of today’s
*longevity revolution’ - the ‘third age’ productive years of 55-79. This
metric gets at the breadth of 1alent of a state by combining bachelor degree
attainment at both ends of the age spectrum: 16-34 and 55+,

Source: US. Bureau of Labor Siatistics
Midwest Performance, 2014

State Share of Lobor Force Rank
1llinois A0.1% 14
Michigan 16.7% 26
Ohio 156% 35
Wisconsin 15.1% 39
Indiana 14.3% 44
Michigan, 2011 -2014
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NUMBER OF NONPROFITS
Nonprofits per Change, 2011-
Runk Stale Scare 104,004 residents 2014{%)
S50-State Averaye 532 -8.0%
| Montana 1569 953 -11%
2 Vermont 149.7 897 9.0%
3 fowz 146.6 872 -1D2%
4 Wyaming 134.6 kit -39%
5 Rhocle Bstand 1320 756 142%
6 North Dakota 1303 743 -175%
7 South Dakota 1293 735 -14 8%
4 Alaska 1224 677 1.5%
9 Maine 1202 603 T0%
10 Nebraska 1y 655 109%
i Delaware 1175 oH 1971
2 Minnesota n2z o3 DI
13 New Hampshire 1L 590 10%
4 Wisconsis 1079 565 A124%
15 Oregon 1071 559 -BR%
I hansas ma.2 552 4 2%
7 Missour; 156 547 1217
18 Oliiv 054 546 665
1 Connecticut s 54 -1.2%
20 Indizna JLIZXH 535 8.3
&l Maryland 1033 324 ~A 0%
23 Mussachusetts 0340 327 -151%
n Colarado 0.4 314 BB%
M Ilawaii [[HIW] 511 -B0%
5 Pennsylvania 11X).6 507 -11.6%
26 West Virginia w4 498 108%
22 {llinois 9.2 496 3.1%
| New York 98.5 49 -1.5%
29 Virginia 57.7 484 -44%
0 Washington o7.4 482 ~T4%
31 South Carolina 97.0 479 1 0%
32 New Mexico 952 465 -34%
33 New Jersey 948 462 P10.1%
M Michigan 4.8 462 -6.7%
35 Okinhoma ™3 458 8%
36 daho 910 435 -£.3%
Lh) Tennessee 933 449 5.3%
38 North Carolina 928 446 4 7%
39 Arkansas 910 432 3%
40 Mississippi R9.1 414 -19%
41 Kentucky B76 A04 -3 A%
42 Georgia 87.3 402 0.6%
43 Alabarma 87.1 00 -5.1%
44 California 868 398 “TR%
45 Louisiana B5.6 89 33%
A6 Florida R4 am 1%
47 Texas 841 77 QR%
4R Arizona 763 314 12.0%:
44 Uiah 726 285 1'18%
5 Nevada 72.2 283 62%

Nither of nonprofit organizations per 100,000 residents, 2014

Nonprolit organizations such as charities are mobilizers of public

participation in the development of the community, and seflect the strength
of the social network that suppoerts the cconomy. The above table gives the

number of nonprofit organizations per stite per 100,000 residents.

Source: Natiovad Center for Charitable Statistics
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Nanprofits per 100000

State

Wisenirin
Ohiw
Indizna
ety
Michigan

849 §

s i

wangrie por 1 R mssen

Rusitfents

565
346
535
4490
40t

Michigan, 2011-2014
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Midwest Performance

2014 2012 2010

llinois Aohe ek Aok
Michigan e wok *
Wisconsin ok *k Wk
Ohio *k Hom .
Indiana * * *

Michigan Entrepreneurship Scora Card - 2016 Edition

Empowering Michigan Entrepreneurs

Rank State 2014 2012 2010
1 New York LI T L2210 PTL L
2 Hawaii Nk FkkRk etoeniok
3 Massachusetts TR REEER Rk
4 Florida RERRE R P,
5 Alaska AAkRE kKR —
[ Vermont dekk kool A
7 New Jersey Mgk Aok ok
8 California LET wkk S
9 Pennsyivania Rk R -
10 Montana Wk A -
i Maryland kR ok .
12 Rhode Island TRk e P
13 Washington Mk REEk s
14 Virginia ok wek *kn
15 Nevada worn - T
16 South Dakota ek P ok
17 llinois *kek p— ok
18 Connecticut » ek e .
19 Minnesota wok ok ok
20 lowa ok —_— I
21 Oregen — - Rk
22 Delaware — * **
23 Maine sk Kk ok
24 Missouri % - pRpa-
25 Wyoming *¥ "k .
26 Colorado * e wk
27 Nebraska ok o ot
28 New Hampshire s o -
29 Utah o *x ™
30 Idaho ke *h e
3 North Carolina o ok -
32 Louisiana *k ik **
a3 Arizona ¥ *x %
34 Kentucky *x - -
35 Michigan o e )
36 North Dakota w ok -
37 Wisconsin = - o
38 Tennessee * o T
39 Ohio ok *k *
40 Woest Virginia *E ) -
1 South Caralina L - W
42 Arkansas *x ok *
43 Kansas * i *
44 New Mexico * * ®
45 Alabama * * *
46 Indiana * * *
47 Georgia » * *
48 Mississippi * " *
49 Oklahoma * * -
50 Texas * * "
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TIME TO WORK TRANSIT USE
Change, 2 1- Change, 200§«
Runk  State Score Average Minules 2% Rank __ State Score Perpent of Workers 2004 (%)
S6-Stirte Average 239 1 500:Sterte Average 294 -0.2%
1 South Dakotn 1334 16.8 6% ] New York 2500 27.0% 2.8%
2 North Dakota 1245 176 43% jud New Jersey 2060 10.6% -1.6%
3 Wyoming 127.3 181 V0% 3 Massachusens 2004 94% 98%
3 Montana §273 181 D5% 4 Maryland 1913 873 20%
5 Nebraska 1266 182 0.7% 5 {llinois 4.5 8% 0.2%
6 Iown 1238 188 02% 6 Hawaii 2.2 0.3% 1H.9%
T Alaska 1229 190 4% 7 Washington 157.1 547 1%
8 Kansas 1226 19.1 1.1% 8 Pennsylvania 1484 520G 4.5%
9 lzho 1174 02 5% 4 Califurnia [EER ] 3 45 +.4%
1 Oklahoma 1125 212 D65 [ Connecticut 1407 o+ 68%
] Arkansas 1.2 215 09%: 1 Virginia 137.7 4 A% 07%
12 New hexico 1oy 216 08% 12 Orcgon 1320 3 9% -26%
13 Llitnh 1HOR 2016 0% 13 Nevada 1234 A% £.5%
14 Wisconsin 1092 L 02% 14 Minresola 125.0 32% 23%
15 Vermont 1062 24 30% 15 Colorade 120.5 340 68%
1 kentucky Hi5 1 128 D47 16 Delaware 1192 25% H4%
[k Oregon KM R ny 166 17 Rhode Fsland 1146 2 5% -131%
8 Minnesina W37 23 DA% i8 Eiah 111.0 2% 1.2%
U] Misstneed 103 5 230 01% 19 Georgia 105.3 1LE% 28R
20 Dhio 02 Bl 04% 20 Florida 148 1.7% 0.8%
]| Indiami 1024 =233 D7% 21 Arizona 148 1 7% H5%
ikl Mair 10240 235 n3% =] Wisconsin i ] 1.5% 6.0%
24 Setith Carolina [N 238 0% 3 Alaska 1.6 1 5% 169%
) Borth Carlin ELL I 238 1 9% 24 Wyoming 1.1 | 4% -14%
M Nevada ey 0 s cLE 23 ke Tedas 100.3 L3% 37%
6 Misussippi 78] EEL] 01% 36 Ohiay (R 1.3% 2%
27 Michigan L] 24.1 047 n Mussouri 985 12% 4.7%
2H Riunle Island R 240 IE 24 Mlehlgan 9714 12% 24%
h)] Alabraria 0ig Ma | 8% 24 New Mexica 90.7 1.1% (1%
i Tepneswee u7.2 25 1 1% 30 Luwisiana 9610 1.0% 533%
il Arizuna o6 5 246 7% 31 Yermom 949 9% 1B 3%
iz Colorado ST a7 1AK% 3 tNonh Cacoling 944 9% 14%
L] Connerticul A 25k 9% 33 Kentucky 4 1.9% 45%
LA} Louisiana 915 253 3w M Tmdeana N3 09% 6l%
34 Delaviare 915§ 253 A1 35 lowa 935 0.8% 2%
36 Texas 98 155 177 36 Idake 24 0.8% 5.3%
37 West Virgina g2l 256 D1% 7 Muontana 923 0.7% -164%
38 Fennsylvania B9 2 262 1.0% 3R New Hampshire LN 1] 0% 109%
iy Florida LERY 262 1.7% 39 Tenncsses 9.3 0.7% -16.2%
40 Washingion HE.B 263 30% 40 Maine HLH 6% 1.3%
41 New Hampshire 867 267 DTG 41 Nebraska 90.2 (16% Y 4%
42 Famaii 858 269 4 7% 42 West Virginia 904 (1LOF: =21 7%
43 Georgia 84.5 272 02% 43 South Carolina 8.5 5% 13%
44 California 814 218 1% 44 Kassas B3 .45 36.4%
45 Virginia Bl 279 07% 43 Oklahoma 876 4% -5 0%
40 Minais 79.6 282 045 46 Arkapsas #7.5 4% 1.6%
17 Mussachusetts 779 286 20% 47 South Dakow 874 0 4% -93%
A4 New Jersey 669 309 13% 48 Nonl: Dakota H1.3 0.3% 17.9%
A4 New York 609 322 201% 49 Alabama 873 03% 35%
50 Marzland 606 22 01 50 Mussissippi K72 03% 24%

Average travel time to work of workers 16 vears aid over who did e work

ot fnne, 2014
Striking work - life bakance has become of increased concern 1o workers

tinlay. Fake-home work, vin mobile devices, exacerbates demands from the

workplice. One solution is to reduce commote time. States with less than
average travel time 10 work are considered w have higher quality of life.

Source: US. Census Burean
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State Aserage Minutes Rank
Wisconsin Y 4
Ohia 232 i
Indiana 233 21
Michigan i 27
Nhisods 282 46
Michigan, 20112014
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Percemt of those carning 1P or more above federal poveriy fevel that
tarke public transportation to work, 2014

In the last half of the 20" century the landscape of U S, cites was shaped by
sprawl. The amomobile becante, and remains, the primary means for
transport 1o work from the suburbs to office findustry cenlers. But now,
alter years of neglect, public transit is experiencing o resurgence, offering
convenience, predictable travel time and energy efficiency. enhancing
yuality of Jife. This metric measures the percentage of those who are not
working at home and take public transponation to work.,

Sentree; US, Census Burean

Midwest Performance, 2014

Stat Tercent of Workers Hunk
Tilincis B 5
Wiscrasin 15% 23
Ohie 1% 2
Michigan 1.2% kL
Irdkaans 0917 3
Michigan, 20112014
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LEISURE INDUSTRY EMPLOYMENT PARKLAND
Change, 2011- Acres per 10 5. Change, 2011-
Rank Siate Score Percent 2004 (%) Rank __ State Score iles 2014 (%)
50-Stie Average 250% 9% 50-State Averuge 134 2%
1 Hawaii t53.4 4.15% 34% 1 Alaska 2500 1011 00%
2 Florida 146.4 393% 01% 2 Hawaii 2121 60.3 0.1%
3 Maontana 1437 384% 04% 3 Florida 198.2 538 0.1%
4 Nevada 1312 345% 30% 4 California 1894 49.6 05%
5 Delaware 130.4 342% 65% 5 ‘Washington 150.5 3Ll 03%
6 Colorado 128.5 3.36% =LI1% 6 Arizona 1480 300 0.0%
7 Alaska 1253 3 20% -1 7% 7 New Jersey 148.0 299 -529%
8 New York 117.7 302% 63% 8 Nevada 134.6 236 00%
4 Maryland 1160 296% 10.8% e Utah 1293 21.1 1.0%
10 New Hampshine 1159 296% 0% 0 Maryland 1249 19.0 296%
il Catifurnia 1137 2.89% 04% i Michipan 1183 159 0.1%
12 Rhbode Island 109.0 2% 12% 12 Idaho 1168 152 10%
13 Washington 107.6 270% -AE8% 13 Massachusetts 1148 142 1.0%
4 Massachuseus 107.3 160% 5% 14 Fennessee 123 13.1 3RS
15 Utah 106.6 266% 09% 15 Wyoming 1122 13.0 0.0%
16 New Jersey 1065 2.66% 4% 16 Montana 1118 12.8 00%
17 Arizona H4.B 2.60% 412% 17 North Carolina 9.0 115 7.5%
18 Vermaont 040 2.58% 04% 18 Virginia 1085 12 9%
19 Missouri 034 256% 4% 19 New Hampshire 107.7 10.8 -L7%
20 Idaho 103.2 256% 6.5% 20 Delaware 1068 104 2%
2 Conneciicut 103.0 2.55% 45% 21 Vermant 1043 9.3 05%
kA Louisiana 1029 2.55% 02% 2 Pennsylvania 104.2 9.2 2.1%
23 Pennsylvania 100.8 28% 20% 23 New York 103.1 8.7 02%
2 North Carolina 1004 247% 0.6% 24 Rhode Island 1027 BS 1.8%
25 Minnesota 1000 2.45% 1.0% 23 Minnesota 100.1 13 0.0%
] South Dakota 1000 245% 29% 26 Calorado 999 12 -12.0%
27 Maine 9.7 2% 03% 27 West Virginia 95.6 70 0%
28 South Carolina 9.6 2HE VE% 28 Texas 990 68 1.4%
ko) Virginia w2 243% 2.3% 29 Chio 955 5.1 k1%
30 Oregon 964 234% -1.2% 30 South Dakota 95.1 49 1L1%
3 Ilinois 96.3 233% 1.9% 3 Connecticut M9 48 0.2%
32 New Mexico 96.0 2.33% 0.3% a2 New Mexico 948 48 0.0%
x] Ohic 94.7 10% BI1% 33 South Carolina 93.1 40 4.8%
kX3 Wyoming 94,1 2.21% 26% k] Kentucky 930 ap 0.3%
k-] Indiana 93.5 2.25% 2% 35 Maine 922 A5 0.1%
36 Nebraska 935 2.25% 6% 36 Wisconsin 922 35 1.8%
37 Wisconsin 88.3 2.10% 0.1% 37 Missouri 917 3 1.8%
3 Michigan g7 206% D.5% 38 Mississippi 205 27, 040%
39 Kansas 86.1 201% 50% 39 Oregon 9.5 2.7 1.8%
40 Tennessee 859 200% 1% 40 Georgia 90.1 25 00%
41 Kentucky 854 1.99% 0.5% 41 Arkansas 200 25 0.0%
42 lowa 849 1.97% -8.1% 42 Indiana 394 2.2 1.1%
43 Texas 8.7 157% 1.9% 43 liltnois 877 1.4 -2.2%
44 Georgia B4.1 1.95% 0.4% 44 Louisiana 877 i4 O1%
45 West Virginia 820 1.88% 1.4% 43 Alabama 875 13 00%
46 Msstssippi 814 1.86% -1.9% 46 North Dakota 874 13 00%
47 Oklaboma 806 1.84% 2.6% 47 Oklaboma 87.1 1.1 00%
48 Arkansas 113 1.74% 42% 48 Nebraska 87.1 1.1 02%
49 Alabama 740 1.62% A% 49 fowa 86.5 (131 1.8%
50 North Dakow 719 1.56% 65% 30 Kansas 859 0.5 00%
Employment in leiswre-related indusiries as a percentage of alf employment Acres of siate and national parkland per 10 square miles of land, 2014
2014 Access to the natural environment is a key component of quality of life.
There is a growing body of literature on the lifestyle preferences of the Young knowledge workers also report a strong attraction ta natural
young knowledge workers who drive cconomic growth in places like amenities. The metric measures the acreage of national and state parkland
Silicon Valley, or the Rescarch Triangle in North Carolina. The research in each state per 10 square miles of land. Please note that this data includes
concludes that these workers are atteacted to ants, cultural, leisure, and only land under the management of the National Park Service and thus
sports offerings to a preater extent than the pencrations that preceded them. excludes national forests,
The table above shows the employment in industries related to arts, culiure,
leisure and sports activities as a percentage of all employment.
Sonrce: US. Burean of Labor Statistics Source: National Association of State Park Directors, National Park Service
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
State Percent of Total Rank Stute Acres per 10 s5q. miles Rank
Employment
Itlinais 13 a1 Michlgan 159 n
Chio 23% 3 Qhia e =
Iadiana 225 15 Wisconsin 35 36
Wisconsin 21% kY Indiana 22 42
Michigan 21% ] Iltinwis 14 43
o - s — o B - - |
Michigan, 201 - 2014 ] Michigan, 2011-2014 [
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GOLF COURSES TRAILS
Courses per Cleange, 2011- Truil miles per Change, 20H1-
Rank  State Score 100,50 resldents 2004 (%) Roank _ State Score T residents 2014i%)
50-Sure Average 44 25% Sik-Sterte Average [t} 25%
1 fawa 146.3 o 0DY% 1 Pennsylvania |BB3 448 54%
2 North Daketa 1423 935 -6.0% 2 Maszachuscits 1597 325 52.3%
3 South Dakota 1398 9.1 =T.0% 3 Alabama 1519 N2 28 3%
4 Maine 133.8 83 D.2% 4 New Yok 1481 275 41.3%
5 Nebraska 1270 T4 -4 1% 5 West Virginia 142.0 p2 1) Q1%
6 Montana 1269 74 D 1% 4 Flortla 1339 214 210%
7 Vermont 1238 10 -64% T Mary land 132.6 g 0=
8 Wisconsin 120 4 (X0 3 7% E Connecticul 130.7 W1 W1F
9 Minnesota 119.6 65 DY9% 9 New Jersey 1282 190 0%
10 New Hampshire 118.6 63 6.2% b1 kentucky 1190 150 0%
11 Michigan 1183 63 -3.0% 11 Vermont 118.1 147 0.0%
12 South Caruling 1117 54 S35 12 Orcgon 1179 145 S48%
13 Arkansas 113 54 2.2% 13 Virginia 1151 134 T1%
14 Wyoming 9.6 5.1 nag 14 Washingun 1129 124 447
15 Ohw 1087 in 30 15 Rhexde Esland 1119 1240 0.0%
16 Rbode Islasd 8.0 49 S el 16 Delaware 9.8 T 483 8%
17 Massachusetts W57 446 =HI1% 17 South Carolina o4 1y 28.1%
18 Forida W57 146 143 18 North Carolina 081 3 57%
14 hansas 057 46 T3 19 Georpia 1069 98 135.1%
m Indiana HH.6 45 T 1] Wiscunsin 1067 a7 1167%
24 Idatuy -5 45 3G 21 NMincis 104.5 88 30%
22 Pennsylvania 1043 44 3% 2 Minnesora 103.6 B4 170%
23 Nonh Carolina 1011 40 -6 13 Tennesiee 1035 83 174%
24 Rentucky 1011 40 ALY 24 New Hampshire 1002 74 1.0%
25 lawaii 100.6 39 09% 35 California 1000 69 67%
26 West Virginin 494 k¥ | 3% 26 Arkansas L1 69 0.0%
27 Conneclicut 94 38 1% T Missoir L5 67 53%
et ] Messonri Y88 37 -4.3% 24 lowa 94 6.4 5%
24 Mississippi 918 36 -3.2% 29 Idabo 992 65 00%
30 Oregon 97.6 36 53% k] Michigon 946 62 I50%
EH HIT AT 973 35 19% 31 Indiana 91.7 59 1.5%
Az New York 96.2 34 0.5% 32 Hawasi 97,1 56 0%
33 Alubarna 950 3.2 -22% 33 Arizona 941 43 1.3%
34 Washinglon 944 3 -4 7% 3 Montana 939 43 (0%
35 Delaware 934 30 18.1% 35 South Drakuta 93. 39 0.0%
6 Creorgia 93.1 3n -1.5% 36 Mississippi 93.1 kLY ¢+3%
37 Arizom 930 29 24% 17 North Dakota 9.2 3.5 0%
38 Nevada 929 29 Sa% 38 Colorado 912 kX1 4.4%
ki Tennessee 97 28 1A% 39 Ohio LR 29 0%
40 Oklahoms €09 a1 -69% 4 Oklahoma Nk 28 0.0%
41 Colorado 9.6 26 -1.3% 41 Nebraska BY.H 24 0%
42 Virginia w4 18 21% 42 New Mexico 40.5 23 19.4%
43 New Jersey 90.0 25 £0.6% 43 Usah B84 19 5.9%
44 Alaska 87.2 22 -1.9% 44 Kansas 8R2 1.8 0.0%
45 Loussiana K71 T2 4.7% 45 Nevada B1S 1.5 00%
46 Texas 86.6 2.1 1.7% 46 Lavisiana H75 L5 00%
47 Marylaod 854 19 41% 47 Wyuming K73 14 00%:
48 New Mexico 853 19 AL3% 43 Tenas €73 .4 123%
42 Utah 842 18 2. 5% 49 Maine B63 10 00%
50 California H3.6 17 ~ 0% 50 Alnskn 257 07 82 7%
Number of golf conrses and country clubs per 100,000 residents, 2014 Nrmber of national trails per 1000 residentn, 2004
Recreational resources are increasingly important 1o workers in the A state’s natural resources are important for recreation and enjoyment and
innovation economy. Golf courses and country clubs are an attractive asset provide additional financial resources from tourism. The above table shows
1o all age groups. The above table shows the propurtion of golf courses and the number of trinls designated as national trails per 100000 residents in
country club estublishments relative 1o the number of residents, the state.
Sewtrce: ULS. Burean of Labor Statistics Senwtrce: Nuvional Recrational Trails Program
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
et Establ, per H{HNH q Troil miles per 1000
— Rasidents L Stie Residents Rank
Wisconsin 66 # Wiscunsin 87 20
Michignn 6.3 u Ilipunis LR ] 21
Olriar 50 15 M lyipti 62 My
Idana 45 ] Irdiana 59 |
Ilinois 15 x] | Ohiis g k"]
Michigan, 2011 -2014 ; Michigan, 2011 -2014 |
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CULTURAL INSTITUTIONS HISTORICAL PRESERVATION
Change, 2011- Projects per L mill Change, 2011~
Rank State Score Per Caplia 2014 (%) Rank State Score resid 014i(%}
50-State Average 175 35% 50-State Average 3.4 212%
1 New York 1400 368 59% i Vermant 179.1 144 W5%
2 California 1389 362 152% 2! Louisiana 1753 138 117.2%
3 Nevada 127.7 305 23% 3 Virginia 161.7 1.6 «2.6%
4 Montana 127.1 304 00% 4 Rhode Istand 160.0 114 -25.2%
5 Vermant 1208 273 3.6% 5 Missourj 150.3 99 -M9%
6 Maine 1184 6.1 208% 6 Massachuseis 1327 7.1 1353%
? South Daketa 1154 M6 9% 7 Maine 1208 53 16.5%
B Wyoming 1117 228 0.2% 8 lawa [20.1 5.1 ~41.5%
9 Florida s na 1.9% 92 Arkansas 173 4.7 54.0%
10 Alaska o7 23 ~.B% 10 South Dakota 1 4.7 -27%
1] Minnesota 1103 23t 4 9% 11 Mississippi 117.0 4.7 -39.4%
1= Colarudo 110.2 221 1.2% 12 Kentucky 116.1 4.5 -293%
13 Tennessee 1100 Y 9.3% 13 Ohio 1158 4.5 72.6%
14 Rhoxle Istand 108.6 2.2 34% 14 Naorth Carolina 1154 44 124%
15 Oregon 106.6 2013 9.5% 15 Nebraska 1143 4.3 119%
16 Hawaii 106.4 201 ING 16 Maryland 109.6 35 2%
17 New Mexico 106.0 199 -1.3% 17 Kansas 16.g kN 47.7%
18 Utah 105.0 9.5 156% 18 Meontana 1059 29 46.2%
19 Hlinois 1045 192 119% 19 Tennessee 104.7 27 486.2%
20 Connecticut 1035 18.7 4.5% 20 Pennsylvania 104.6 27 3%
21 Narth Dakoa 103.4 18.7 12% 21 West Virginia {044 27 -i65%
i Massachusents 1030 18.5 LI% 23 Cklahoma 1019 23 46 5%
3 Itaho 1028 184 6.1% 23 New Hampshine 101.6 23 100.0%
ps} New Hampshire 1021 180 5.5% 24 New York 1004 230! 1702%
23 Maryland 100.6 17.3 9% 25 Nlinais 100.0 20 Y9.7%
26 lowa 994 167 LL5%: 26 Orepon 100.0 20 113%
27 Nebraska .| 16.1 1.6% 27 Georgia 479 1.7 3%
28 Delaware 912 156 -43% 24 Michigan 9.8 15 -324%
29 Kentucky 972 136 9.7% ] Minnesota 96.5 15 2920%
30 North Carolina 93.7 139 TA% 30 South Carolina 96.4 1.4 354%
31 Washington 936 138 02% 31 Alabama 96.3 i4 733%
32 New Jersey 936 138 -122% a2 Delaware 939 1.1 -91.9%
33 Missouri 92.6 134 KNy 33 Indiana 929 0y -259%
3 Virginia 925 13.3 -3.6% 34 Wisconsin 926 L3 -708%
35 Pennsylvania 224 132 16% 35 Consecticut 024 08 -40.1%
6 Georgia S8 130 -0.1% 36 New Jersey 914 0.7 18.7%
7 Arknnsas 904 123 -15% a7 Florida %09 0.6 2.1%
8 Arizona 899 120 -6.7% 38 New Mexico 490.t 05 -66.8%:
¥ Louisiana 9.6 1e 1.7% 39 Washingion 898 04 -37.45%
40 Michigan H78 g 1% 40 Colorado 495 o4 -363%
4] Indiona 876 109 40% 41 Utah 893 03 B41%
42 Wisconsin 872 0.6 9.6% 42 Texns 892 03 L14.2%
43 Kansus 86.7 104 -1E 4% 43 California BRY 03 -35.2%
44 South Carolina B6.6 103 3% 4 Arizona 880 a.l 38%
45 Ohio LAR) {00 6.1% 45 Aluaska 87.1 0.0 00%
46 Texas 850 4.6 24% a5 Hawaii 874 o0 00%
47 Qklahoma 847 9.4 07% 45 ldaho 7.1 0.0 -0.0%
a8 West Virginia 827 8.4 125% 45 Nevada 871 0.0 00%
49 Mississippt 79.7 69 35% 45 North Dakata 871 00 00%
50 Alabama 79.1 66 -3 1% 45 Wyoming H7.1 00 -100.0%
Number of cultural establisluents per 100,000 residemts, 2014 Number of certified projects per one million residents, 2014
In today’s economy, increasing numbers of residents can choose where 1o For miny, part of the richness and quality of contemporary life is sharing in
live first, and then do their work via telccommuting. Choice of residence. history and heritage. Historic preservation becomes part of the character
both state and locality, is being influenced by such factors as proximity 1o and *feel’ of community. It helps create a sense and continuity of place.
culural amenities and outdoor recreation, especially for the young college This metric uses federal historic preservation 1ax credit information relative
educated generation. This metric captures the percentage of all 1o the size of the resident population to provide a measure of ongoing
establishments in the state classified as performing arts, spectator sports, & historic preservation activily,
related industrics as well as museums, historical sites, and similar
institutions. Senerce: U.S. Burean of Labor Statistics Source: Narional Park Service
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
9, 0
State Per 100,004 Residents Runk State : mj';z:i?l;;t's R Rank
Ilinuis 192 19 Ohio 64 9
Michigan 1Y 40 Wisconiin 23 24
Indiana 109 41 indiana L3 26
Wiscansin 106 42 Michigan L5 2%
Ohio 100 45 Hlinnis 04 4
Michigan, 2011 .2014 Michigan, 2011.2014
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POCKET BOOK INDICATORS

Midwest Performance

2014
Indiana H AR
Michigan ook
Oh|0 Heskeie
Wisconsin L]
lllinois ek

2012
Rk

Rk
deokskeske
dedeokeck

skl

2010
Kk
ko ok
Hokkte
deskikek
dk

Rank State 2014 2012 2010
1 Norih Dakota T T
2 Wyoming I
3 Nebraska WRREE kolokkk ok
4 South Dakota L T R
5 lowa Mk AR Rkl
6 Cklahoma REREK ERERE RERRR
7 Utah WAEEE RERRE Ak
8 Minnesota L I L p——
9 Kansas T T - 1
10 Idaho shbEs KRk R
1 Wesl Virginia L T
12 Missouri FEREE RdoRkE -
13 New Hampshire whkan RS RER
14 Indiana Hh AR T ok
15 Alabama Lat EE T2 ok
16 Montana RRBHH *ks p—
17 South Carolina *kk sk .
18 Michigan Py R AR
19 Ohio e Aok P
20 Wisconsin whwH P~ n—
21 Mississippi *hka kK —
22 Kentucky Hhkn ks p—
23 Vermont ok p— .
24 Tennessee P o -
25 Virginia *hks #RAK whkk
26 Delaware ke oo ——-
27 North Carolina FHRE *kkk e
28 Arkansas wRR R -
29 Texas —— - *hkk
30 Maine *n ok p—
3 New Mezxico ok . o
32 Louisiana e . -
33 Pennsylvania Rk R B~
34 Colorado Rk Ekak P
35 Arizona kR - ok
36 Maryland PP P pn——
37 Georgia Hkk wHEK ook
38 Connecticut xR *okk RREE
39 Florida L] *kk R
40 llinois R *x R
41 Alaska L L kK Rk
42 Washington EE ek ok
43 New Jersey - wkn .
44 Oregon 1 e .
45 Rhode Island LR ke P—
46 Massachusetts ek R ——
47 Nevada ok *E o
48 California ** »
49 Hawaii

50 New York
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URBAN COST OF LIVING URBAN HOUSING AFFORDABILITY
Chunge, 2011- Hourly wape Change, 2011
Rank State Score Index 2014 (%} Rank State Score needed 2003 (%)
30-Srrte Average 05% S0-State Average 78 93%
| Mississippi 17.2 870 09% | Arkansas 1130 $130 13.5%
2 Nebraska 1156 883 -12% 2 Kentucky 2t 513.1 109%
3 Tennessee iz 202 23% 3 West Virginia me $i3.2 14.9%
4 Kansas 111.8 91.3 -10% 4 South Dakota 1108 5134 16.4%
3 Alabama e 91.5 2% 5 lowa 110.6 S13.5 9.9%
6 Kentucky 1.1 91.% 02% 6 Idaho 1101 $136 59%
7 Jowa 109 020 09% 7 Alabama 109.6 $13.7 93%
3 New Mexico 1104 924 23% 8 Mississippi 109.6 $13.7 14.2%
9 Indiana 109.1 935 (n/n) 9 Oklahoma 109.1 Si38 0.7%
10 Missouri 1048 037 29% 9 INebraska 109.1 5138 4.6%
] North Dakota 108.4 940 09% 1" Montana 108.4 5139 10.6%
12 Utah 1079 944 2% 12 Chio 107.4 Sl4.1 52%
13 Wyoming 107.8 95 -22% 13 Indiana 106.5 5143 6.6%
14 Idaho 1075 947 -1.5% 14 North Dakota 106.1 S14.4 172%
15 North Carulina 107.2 950 L3% 15 Tennessee 106.0 144 14.7%
16 Michigan 107.6 95,1 15% 16 Missouri 105.5 514.5 8.3%
17 South Carolina 106.9 952 0.3% 17 Kansas 1054 $1435 45%
18 Oklahoma 1060 959 0% 18 South Carolina 1053 $14.6 8.5%
19 Arizona 105.7 9.2 £0.3% 19 North Carotina 1047 $14.7 71.9%
20 Louisiana 128 985 30% 20 New Mexico 40 5148 16.9%
20 Arkansas 1028 98.5 29% 21 Wyoming i03.3 s150 0.6%
22 South Dakota 10235 98.7 1.6% 22 Michigan 1024 3152 68%
23 Texas 102.1 590 10.2% 23 Louisiana 100.9 5155 94%
24 Georgia 1014 99.6 24% 24 Wisconsin 100.7 5155 5.1%
25 Virginia 100.0 100.7 “44% 25 Utah 100.2 $15.6 1HI%
26 Montana 99 100.8 09% 26 Georgia 99.8 5§5.7 Y3%
27 Ohio 99.7 1009 -0.5% 27 Oregon 955 5166 10%
28 Wisconsin 982 102.1 28% 28 Texas 954 $166 4.7%
29 Nevada 933 106.0 59% 29 Mainc 950 567 10.7%
30 Colorado 914 1075 24% 30 Arizona 943 s5169 3%
31 Minnesota 20.9 1079 -24% 31 Minnesoia w7 517.2 11.0%
32 Delaware %6 1082 0.7% 52 Pennsylvanta %09 $17.6 94%
33 Maryland B89 109.5 -8.1% 33 Nevada 817 5182 -389%
34 Maine 882 1101 -2.6% k) Rhode Istand 865 SI185 40%
35 Florida 86.5 1113 40% 35 Ittinois 85,1 SIR.8 11.9%
36 New Hampshire Bl3 11556 -15% 30 Forida 818 $195 1Y%
37 Illinois 99 1167 L7% a7 Colorado 79.8 $199 229%
38 Vermont 710 119.0 -15% ) New Hampshire 769 S205 63%
39 Pennsylvania 764 119.5 44% 39 Vermont 760 520.7 102%
A} Rhode Island 727 §224 -25% 40 Delaware 0 5211 BI%
41 Connecticut 25 1226 -10% 4 Virginia 740 2 1.1%
42 Oregon €03 125.1 10.1% 42 Washingiun 7.2 2.7 19.4%
43 Washington 670 1269 4% 43 Alaska 670 56 1915
44 New Jersey 66.7 127.2 -30% H Connecticul 587 §243 30w
45 Alaska 650 1285 -1.6% 45 Massachusetts 570 $146 19%
46 California 56.7 1351 1L.7% 45 Maryland 570 S24.6 -0 8%
47 Massachusetts 535 1377 0.3% 47 New Jersey 54.5 §25.2 05%
48 Hawaii 6.7 1749 4.2% 44 New York 521 525.7 40%
49 New York =504} 2226 19% 44 California 474 $26.7 24%
(n/a} West Virginia {(n'a) (n/a) (nfa) 50 Hawaii 236 316 D.2%
C2ER Cost of Living Index, 2014 Hourly wage needed 10 afford mwo-bedroom housing ar fair-market rent,
2014
As with housing, a low cost of living contributes strongly to guality of life, This affordability metric has been included since last year as a replacement
C2ER, a national economic-development research organization, maintains for the CFED Urban Housing Index. It not only captures the cost of
an extensive set of quarterly cost-of-living data. The above table is an index housing but its relationship to income, This table shows the hourly wage
of the cost of living in each state. A lower index score corresponds to a needed to afford two-bedroom housing at fair market rent.
lower cost of living; a value of 100 is equal to the United Stales cost of
living.
Source: C2ER Source: National Low Income Housing Coalition
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
State Index Rank State Heurly Wage Needed Rank
Indiana 915 9 Ohio $14.13 1?
Michigan 5.1 16 Indiana $14.31 13
Chia 1009 a7 Michigan $15.16 2
Wisconsin 102.1 28 Wisconsin 51552 24
Nlinwis 16T 37 Ithnots SIK78 35
Michigan, 2041 - 2014 | Michigan, 20112014 1
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HOMEOWNERSHIP RATE UNEMPLOYMENT RATE
Change, 2011. Claanpe, 2 1-
Runk __ State Score Hutes 2004 (%} Rank  State Score Raute 2004 (%)
TS0 Mote Average 66.9% 22% Si)-Stare Averaye 8% -2N.5%
| West Virginia 1300 75.6% -39% 1 North Dakota 1409 28% -2A00%
2 Delaware 1264 MI% 01% 2l Nebraska 1346 33% ~250%
3 Micligan 124.6 34% DA% 3 South Dakow 1333 34% 277%
4 Vermont 1236 5% -1 5% 4 Utah 1283 38 ~H.1%
5 Mississippi 1215 732% 2.1% 5 Minnesotn 1245 4.1% -369%
6 South Caroliza 121.5 29% -1 K% 5 Vermon 1245 4 1% 25 5%
7 New Hampshire 1190 2% -2.6% 7 New Hampshire 1220 439 =200 A%
H] Alabamn 118.6 2% -1 IR T Wyusning 1320 4.3% 259%
9 Minnesota 1162 71.4% 0.1% 9 Hawaii 120.8 4.4% -353%
10 Maine 1148 71.0% -39% 9 Jowa 1208 $4% =21 4%
11 ah 1144 T05% A% 1 Kansas 1195 4.5% -MIB%
172 Wyoming 1141 T08% AR 1] Okkaboina 1195 $5% -23.7%
13 Missouri 113.0 T0.5% LLR% 13 Muontana 1170 4 7% -329%
14 Indiana 116 T01% -2H% 4 Dby H57? 48% ~422%
15 P'ennsylvania 1ne2 A.T1% -20% 15 Cudorradn 1132 50% -39.8%
16 Iddaho 199 69.6% 39% [ Texas IR 51% 6%
17 lowa 109.1 4% 25% 17 Virgina 1107 52% 20.3%
18 Oklahema 108.8 69.3% -0 1% 18 Wiscunsin L} % 55% 205%
19 South Dakota 1084 69.2% D.1% 19 Delaware 1M 4 571% -24 4H5
20 Virginio 067 68.7% 1.2% 19 Maine HH 5% ST 8%
k] W isconsin s 678% 0% 14 Ohio WK 4 51% «352%
n Rentucky mna 07.6% 225 ra. Maryland LR 5849 -19.4%
ol Cunngcticut [N 607 4% -4 5% 2 Massachusens 31 584 <19 4%
M Ohio [[UR] 01.3% 237 22 Pennsylvania 31 5K -26.6%
25 Montis 100 4 6h 9% 2.1% 3 sdana W6 60% MG
0 Tennessre PWhH 06,7% 38% il Arkansas M4 O 1% 26.5%
2 Nebivsha WhH o6 7% 3R 0 Missour: 94 o.1% =28.2%
28 North Canoliia 986 06 4% -2.8% k(] North Carcllina o4 6 1% 30 2%
R Mliswris 98.6 66 4% 295 bi'l Washington 981 62% -32.6%
W New Moo g2 66 3% 4 1% 30 Fiorida 969 6.3% «370%
k] Maryland 974 66,2% -5.0% 30 New York 969 63% 24 1%
3 Arhissas 951 65 4% R 32 Louisinna 5.6 6.4% -1T9%
33 Luwisiana 917 05 3% 0 8% 2 South Capslima 45.6 64% -394
34 New Jersey 914 65 2% -1 8% 34 Kentucky 943 65% -309%
33 Colorada 97 6505 -1 4% M New Mexico 943 65% -id.5%
36 Floricla 9313 9% -59% H West Virginia 3 6.5% ~19.4%
36 Alaska 9313 4 9% 018% 37 Connectictt 931 6.6% -25.0%
8 Kansas 92246 o 7% 1A% k) New Jersey D30 6.6% -290%
3 North Dakota 919 04 5% -56% 34 Tennzssee 9LE 67% +15.6%
40 Washinglon B8 7 63 6% V9% 40 Alnbama W6 6% -29.9%
41 Atizona REA 63 5% 38T 40 Alaska 9.6 6.8% -10.5%
42 Massachusets B6.G 6340% -3.5% 42 Arizors 9.3 64% 2T 4%
43 Grorgia 863 629% -5.00% 42 Orcgon 9.3 69% -214%
4 Omregon B5.Y 628% 54% 4 fltinois EGH T.1% -26.8%
45 Texas #3ig 622% 33% 45 Grorgia B5.5 1.2% -29.4%
46 Rhode 1slad B4 61.8% 2.5% 46 Michigan 813 3% -MA%
47 Flawaii 0.4 58.4% 54% 47 Californiz EIB T5% =35 5%
48 Nevada 62.0 56.0% 4% 44 Rhide Iskamd T2 1% -30.6%
49 Californin 557 54 2% 20% 49 Mississippi TR T.8% 220%
50 New York 510 529% 1.3% 49 Nevada TR T8% «~10.5%
Homeownership rase, 2014 Unemplovmens rate, 2004
A variety of studies point 10 the benefits of homeownership: increased Although a dynamic cconomy will experience job churn, over the long run.
coonomic stability, community vitality, even child leaming. high uncmployment rates reflect a structural nusmatch between employer
Homeaownership is also important for many startup businesses, aflowing needs and worker skilks that can permanently damage the dypamism of the
entrepreneurs 10 use home eyuity as a source of early-stage funding. The ceonomy. A high rale of unemployment furbermore signals low job
above table shows the percentage of households in each state that own their security 10 potential new residents and will therefore scare away many new
homes. skilled workers. The above table shows the official unemployment rate.
Source: US. Census Bureis. Sourve: U, Burean of Labor Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
Htate Rate Runk Stnte Rate Rank
Michigan T3H% 3 Wisconsio 5457 14
Vadianas % 14 Oiio 574 19
Wriconain 6T H% 20 Indiana G0 25
Ohm 67,349 ) 1ilinois T.1% Ee ]
1Hinnis 417 2% Michigan Ta% i
Michigan, 20112014 Michigan,2011-2014
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PER CAPITA DISPOSABLE PERSONAL INCOME

Chunge, 2011.

Rank _ Siate Score I'er Capita Incomu 20048 {%)
Si.State Average 39,972 705

1 Connecticul 1347 554,190 63%
o) New Jersey t24.1 $49,785 64%
3 Massachuses 1235 49522 6.1%
4 Alaska 1223 549,170 63%
5 North Dakota 1223 S48999 14.3%
6 Wyoming 120.5 $48,264 BS5%
7 New Hampshire 118.6 $47452 9.1%
8 Maryland 1172 $46,900 15%
9 New York 157 $46.266 53%
10 Washington 1.3 54412 9.3%
11 Virginia 1106 544,141 50%
12 Califomnia 1079 S42.593 9A%
13 Rhowde Island 107.7 s41.410 8.4%
14 Colord 1074 $42,191 92.0%
15 Nebraska 106.9 541564 13%
16 Minnesota 106.4 $42.350 655
17 Pennsylvania 1058 §42,135 TA%
18 Vermont 4.5 $41.593 18%
19 Ilinois 1039 $41.334 51%
20 Hawaii 1039 $41.309 6.0%
21 Delaware 103.7 $41.25] 6.3
2 South Dakota 103.5 S4.147 7%
Fkj Texas 103.1 41,988 9.5%
24 [owa 101.3 $40,237 5 7%
_ 25 Kansas 1008 40010 S0%
25 Oklahoma 992 $39370 H 2%
7 Wisconsin 98.6 539,104 12%
28 Florida 96.6 538286 38%
x Louisiana 459 537965 7.0%
30 Ohio 949 §37,558 {nfa)
31 Missouri 94.1 537202 15%
32! Tennessee 539 §37.131 1.5%
33 Maine 924 536,521 4.9%
34 Nevada 922 $36,447 6.1%
a5 Michigan s $36,149 16%
36 Oregon 91. $35956 5.2%
37 Montana 90.0 535504 65T
a8 Inddiana 897 535394 BIF
39 North Carolina B8 6 §34.527 6.2%:
40 Georgia R3.0 534,688 54%
4] Arizona #6.7 534,142 S3%
42 Arkansas 86.7 534,136 10.6%
43 Alabama 86.5 334026 6.1%
44 New Mexico 85.8 §33,734 6.6%
45 Utah BS54 $33.586 7.8%
46 Kentucky B5.4 $33,581 7.6%
47 ldaho B4.4 §33,148 3%
48 South Carclina 540 533058 a0%
49 West Virginia 833 532,686 5.6%
50 Mussissippi B06 531594 6.8%

Per capita disposable personal income, 2014

The average disposable income of a resident in a state reflects economic
opportnitics as well as the successful participation of individuals in the

economy. It is also a factor of attractiveness of a region that takes not just
wages but the states’ 1ax structure into account. The above table shows per

capita personal income minus personal curtent taxes.

Source: US. Bureau of Economic Analysis

Midwest Performance, 2014

State

Iltinois
Wiscansin
Ohto
Michigan
Indianz

Jree )
T
[t )

et Caplta Income

541,304
539,104
$37.558
536,149
535304

Michigen, 2011 - 2014

: e

/—/

Runk
14
27

35
38
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HEALTH AND SAFETY

Midwest Performance

Rank __State 2014 2012 2010
2014 2012 2010 1 South Dakala T T
Wisconsin Fotokok #ohekg wkwm 2 Verrnont AkREE ddk® ek
Michigan dededeks - % 3 Morth Dakota T - p——
illinois e dkoh - 4 Minnesota p— S .
Ohio shtp e — 5 Delaware Wk w Rk P
i 6 lowa whhak e .
ibiane - o ¥ 7 Kansas ks ok ey
8 Nebraska o im ek
9 West Virginia ek o .
10 Wyoming Ahik ok -
1 Massachusetts e LT e
12 Wisconsin ik . -
13 Michigan - P -
14 inois kA e s
15 Mississippi ko .- T
16 New York wkkk Rk Ak
17 Kentucky wka Ak xn
18 Mentana R - e
19 Tennessea ] ok ek
20 Louisiana Aok wxy T
21 Missouri Fak e _—
22 Hawaii ank P aEx
23 Alabama e ok A
24 New Hampshire whw ok -
25 Virginia ok ek T
26 North Carolina *kk xx *%
27 Chio - " P
28 Arkansas L4 2 ok -
29 Idaho Rk T "k
30 New Jersey ek wxw ook
1 Oregon aaE * e
32 Indiana ok - -
33 Maine *n g won
34 Pennsylvania o o s
35 Florida . *k -
] Connecticut * P .
37 Rhode Island o nik ok
38 Maryland ok ax xk
39 Oklahoma *hh s -
40 South Carolina "k s e
41 New Mexico L1 * *
42 Colorado i *h .
43 Washington »* ** e
44 Alaska ok * *
45 Georgia » ok *
46 Arizona * * *
47 California * * *
48 Texas * * *
49 Utah * * *
50 Nevada * . =
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LACK OF HEALTH INSURANCE CRIME INDEX
Change, 2011- Crimes per 10000 Change, 2011-
Rank  Stale Score Percent 2004 (%) Rank  State Score Resid 2014 (%)
50-State Averuge 3% -24.6% S56)-Stare Average 2.499 PR
1 Massachusetts 1299 3% -2.9% 1 Vermont 124.4 1624 -336%
2 Vermont 1226 50% 41 9% 2 New Jersey i3 1.995 -18.9%
3 Hawaii 1213 53%: L32.0% 3 Idaho 1159 2067 -8.9%
4 Minnesota 118.7 59% -359% 4 New York 1153 2,100 D%
5 lowa 174 62% -3R0% 3 Maine 1150 2,114 -20.8%
6 Connecticut 1144 6.9% -198% G Virginia 148 2127 -131%
7 Wisconsin 1127 73% -2 8% 7 Connecticut 1142 2,157 -11.6%
B Rhoxde Island 112.3 4% -38.3% 8 New Hampshire 1141 2,159 -12.7%
9 Delaware 1S 7.8% -220% 9 Wyoming 114.1 2,160 -13.1%
10 Maryland 110.1 T9% “428% 10 South Daketa 1135 2190 5.7%
0 North Dakota 1104 79% -13.2% ] Pennsylvania 125 2246 «129%
12 Chio 1080 B4% -38.7% 12 Massachusetts 24 2248 -16.3%
13 Kentucky [07.5 8.5% -410% 13 West Virginiz 110.7 2317 -2.8%
13 Michigan 1975 8.5% 0% 14 lowa 110.1 2367 -8.5%
13 Pennsylvania 107.5 B5% -21.3% 15 North Dakota 110.0 2375 BA%
16 West Virginia 167 1 H6% -32.3% 16 Wisconsin 159 231 -10%%
17 New York 16 7 8.7% S2RI% 17 Rhode [stand 108.7 239 -I82%
18 New Hampshire 1045 9.2% 264% 18 [llinois 108.6 2446 -21.6%
18 Washington 1045 92% -36.6% 19 Kentucky 1084 2459 -16.6%
20 Itlinois m2a 9,74 -33.0% 20 Michigon 108.1 2471 -19.2%
20 Nebraska [[1ade} 9.7% 2% ha| Minnesota 107.1 257 -BB%
0 Oregon 1024 9.9% -29.7% P Montana 101.9 2.797 B.1%
23 Suuth Dakota 1019 9.8% 24.6% 3 Nebraska 1018 2304 -67%
24 Maine 1006 10.1% 10% 24 California 101.1 2837 -53%
25 Kansas 1042 10.2% ~24F 25 Colorado 1111 283 -3.0%
26 Colorado 998 03% A% 26 Maryland 489 2958 119%
27 New Jersey 972 10.9% «29.2% 27 Indiana 917 ams -137%
27 Virginia 912 10.9% -18.7% 28 Kansas 9.4 3084 -10.2%
29 Missouri 9318 11.7% 21.5% 29 Ohio 964 3084 -15.8%
30 Arkansas 933 11.8% -36% 30 Utah 962 34004 23%
3 Indiana 929 9% 08% 3l Oregon 959 3in -7.5%
32 Tennessee 915 120% -UE% 2 Mississippi 942 3200 249%
32 Wyoming 925 120% -32.6% 33 North Carolina o4t 3203 ATA%
34 Alabama 920 12.1% -6 9% 34 Nevada 930 3.361 4 4%
35 California 908 124% 37 1% KH] Hawaii 9221 3309 -8.7%
36 Utah 90.3 1L.5% -l 4% 36 Missvuri 913 3349 -108%
37 North Comlina RT7 13.4% -19.6% 7 Alaska 904 3,386 4.3%
38 Arizona 85.6 13.6% 2A4% 38 Oklahoma 904 3.397 -109%
38 Idahe 856 13.6% -15% k] Texas B899 3425 -11.7%
38 South Carolina 856 13.6% S2RA% 40 Delaware 89.0 347 -12.6%
41 Montana B30 14.2% -22.4% 4l Arizona 866 3597 -9.2%
42 Mississippi 817 14.5% -10.5% 42 Alabama 864 3,505 «10.5%
42 New Mexico 8.7 14.5% -260% 43 Georgia 854 3659 -B.5%
44 Louisinnz 804 14.8% -28.8% A4 Tennessee 852 3,669 -12.7%
45 Nevada 8.3 152% -32.7% 45 Arkansas E23 3818 O8%
46 Oklahoma 7759 154% -B0% 45 Florida ™7 3956 -2.0%
47 Georgia 76.1 158% -17.7% 47 South Carolina 797 3558 -11.6%
43 Florida 727 166% -162% 43 Louisiana ma 3974 -6.4%
49 Aloska 0.1 172% -5.5% 49 Washington w0 3991 3.2%
50 Texas 619 19.1% -19.7% 50 New Mexico 762 4,140 1.0%
Percenr of residents without health insurance coverage, 2014 Reported Crimes per 100,000 residents, 2014
The lack of health insurance has important health as well as financial Relative freedom from the threat of vielent crime is 2 minimum
consequences for individuals and their resident state. The inability to access requirement of a good quality of lifie. High levels of crime are also often
care and partake in preventive-care measures has long-tenm impacts on the damaging to the business environment, particularly the commercial sector.
financial well-being of the health-care system. The above 1able measures The above table reports crime rates in the standard manner reported by the
the percentage of the population not covered by private or public health FBI: crimes committed per 100,000 residents in the state reporting arca.
insurance.
Source: U.S. Census Burean Source: Federal Burean of Investivation
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
State T'ercent of Population Rank State Crlm;sﬁ':;::gom Rank
Wisconsin 7.3% 7 Wisconsin 23719 16
Ohio 84% 12 Iklinais 2446 18
Michigan 8.5% 3 Michigan 2471 2
titinois 9 7% 20 Indiana 3015 7
Indiana 19% 31 Ohio 3084 pal
Michigan,2011-2014 ' Michigan, 2011 - 2014
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LAW ENFORCEMENT EMPLOYEES HEALTH CARE ACCESS
Personnel per Change, 2001+ Cliangy, 2001-
Ranh _ Stute Score 100,04} residents 2004 (%) Ronk __ State Seore Per LD Residents 2%
Su-Srare Average E1 -1 9% Sib-Srare Avernpe 258 27%
1 Itlinois 1380 463 19.0% I Massachusens 142 RIS 2%
2 Louisiana 136.6 454 109% 2 South Dakota 128.5 334 57%
3 New Jersey 1344 4y A% 3 North Dokota 1226 318 -35%
4 New York 1309 434 0% 4 Maine L18.8 308 9%
5 Tennessee 1245 K 13% 5 West Virginia 7.4 305 9 8%
6 Mississippi 1231 402 304% 6 Nebraska 174 304 3.6%
7 Kapsas 120.6 m -1 .0% 7 Ohio 1159 e 4.1%
8 Florida 118.4 383 3.5% . Missouri 1152 258 20%
9 Wyoming 1126 363 6.5% [ Yermont 1148 297 27%
10 Calilornia s 356 1A% 10 Minnesota 113.6 294 26%:
il Missourk 1IM.g M8 19% H Delaware 1133 m3 1.8%
12 North Carolina 1097 kEy) 1A% 2 Risosde Jskanel 17 92 D K8F
13 Maryland iow7? 347 0% 13 Montana (iR m7 13.3%
14 Delaware 1097 347 (+3% 14 lfennsylvania 1K 286 A0
15 South Dakota 1085 342 LB 15 Connecticut 1.1 282 4.1%
Ih Georpaa 107.8 Mo 100 16 Tennesses g2 280 L0z
17 Arizona 1077 39 D% 17 Kentucky 073 27 TAR
18 New Mesien 101.2 337 9.6% I8 Wisconsin 5 % 273 LRF
D] Alabama [(tr e 337 T 9 Indiana 53 73 1.i%
n Worinin 025 k1E -4 A 20 lowa 13 4 69 D.6%
21 Sevahs 1032 37 14.5% i New Hampslire 103 8 208 22%
r Arhansis 102.1 316 1 9% a] Louistana 2 265 35%
2] T 101 8 K13 -0.7% 23 Marytand 2 4 0.0%
4 ey ivaniu L& 350 55% 24 Ransus 1006 262 005
25 Massachuseits 1000 AR DY% 5 Michigan L I R A . L. Al POV LS. - A 2
* Colurmn Lok kI 1% 6 New York LA 256 1 Y%
=7 Rhode lsland 973 294 (LR n Minois 98 4 253 D.3%
2R South Caruling 96.2 m 130% ] North Caroling 974 5.0 4.3%
24 North Dukota 96.2 17x) 61% ] Mississipm 975 251 (B
30 Conneccticut 961 0 1.6% o Alabama Uislh 247 1Y%
k1] New Hampshire 954 289 N.6% 31 Arkansas Y38 26 207
a2 Ohio 954 2HY -1 4% 32 Oklaboma e 243 D6%
i3 Virginia 95.0 287 -1.0% 33 New Jersey LR 2 5%
3 Montana 939 282 69% M Wyoming Y34 4D 167
i5 Nebraskn 922 275 1.2% 35 South Carofina uin 239 0BG
36 Oklahoma 912 e ) -14.1% 36 Florida Yin 219 26%
37 Oregon 9.3 268 2% ke Virginia 915 235 367
kh Hawaii B9 266 20% ks Cuolorudo CAE. 233 35%
39 Alaska 896 265 B ] 39 Oregon 806 30 6.1%
40 fown 895 24 43% 40 Alaska 87.7 pak] 1.3%
41 Tdaho Ra7 261 -2 41 Georgia 855 9 63%
42 Indiana R75 156 1% 42 Texas 847 pd e} 0,15
43 Minnesola 86.7 253 -0 7% 43 Washington 834 213 -1.7%
44 Rentucky 867 253 3 1% a4 New Mexico K12 210 DA%
45 Vermont 835 240 -H).6% 45 Idahu 2.2 2140 0%
46 Utah 833 239 3.6% 46 Utah 811 n7 2.6%
47 Michigan 222 234 27% 47 Arizonn 80.6 2.6 34%:
48 Maine 7.7 212 D3% 4B Hawaii 92 202 58%
49 Washinglon 755 207 -1 5% 49 California 47 o 19%
n'a) West Virginia {n'a) (na) {n/a) 0 Nevada (Y 127 53%
Nember of lw enforcement personnel per 100,000 residents, 2014 Employed in health care practitioner and 1echnician occupations per 1,000
The size (_)f the palice force in a stae is two-cdged measure. On the one Residents. 2014
h.md.f: high number u_f officers can indicate public safety. Onl the other While the national debate rages about health care affordability and
hand, it can reflect a high demand for officers due to substantial crime coverage, of related importance is access. Are health care facilities and

rates. This measure is therefore 1o be taken in combination with the crime-
rate measures W determine whether the state has an effective number of
law-enforcement personnel. The above table shows the number of [aw
enforcement persoinel per 100000 residents.

services available when needed? A good proxy for this is the number
employed in health care occupations relative to a state’s poputation.

Sourve: Federad Burean of Investigation Sowrce: U5, Burean of Labor Statistics
Midwest Performance, 2014 Midwest Performance, 2014
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CLEAN AIR
Percent in Changr, 2011.
Rank State Score Nonattalnsnent 2014 (%)
50-State Average 29% ~ 0%
1 Delaware 1124 00% 0.0%
1 Hawait 1124 0.0% 0.0%
1 Montana 1124 o0 0.0%
1 Nebraska 1124 0.0% 0.0%
1 North Dakota 1124 0.0% Q0%
1 Oklahoma 1124 0.0% 0.0%
1 South Dakota 1124 0.0% 0.0%
1 Vermont 1124 0.0% 0.0%
9 Kansas 1124 0.0% -1.2%
10 Alabama 1124 0.0% 9. 7%
n Florida 1123 0.1% 3.5%
12 Minnesota 1123 02% 20%
13 New Mexico 120 06% 03%
14 lown 14 14% -LA%
15 Idaho 1114 LA% 653%
16 Arkansas 1112 1L.7% 100.0%
17 Michigan 1105 6% S46%
18 South Carolina 109.7 1% 3.90%
19 Wyoming 108.8 49% 61.8%
20 Mississippi 1088 S0% 100,0%
21 Washington 106.8 7.6% 34%
2 Wesl Virginiz 106.7 78% ~T98%
23 Oregon 1043 1L1% 32.1%
2] Alaska 13,7 11.9% -RI%
25 Louisi 1003 16.5% -1.6%
26 North Carolina 9.7 173% -£.5%
o Indiana 974 204% 45.8%
] Kentucky 93.0 26 5% 306%
» Virginia 916 283% -2.6%
30 Tenncssce 90.3 kLA LS B4%
3l Missouri 815 5.9% D9%
32 Wisconstn . 84.3 I5.6% -0.8%
33 Texas 760 49.6% 4.4%
34 Georgia 732 B5% -1.2%
35 New Hampshire 729 53.8% -21.7%
36 Ohio k] 544% 57%
37 Maine 673 61.5% 2%
38 Colomdo 66.8 62.2% 4.4%
» Arizona 658 63.5% 1.6%
40 IMinois 61.1 69.9% 4%
41 Utah 55.1 TB.1% 4.3%
42 Neveda 51.1 H.6% -4.2%
43 New York 510 8B.6% -L1%
44 Maryland 484 3% 2.2%
45 Califomia 473 B3 7R 2B
45 Pennsylvania 45.1 SL.8% 03%
47 Massachuseris 40.2 97.1% 20%
43 New Jersey 40.2 SBAF -1 1%
49 Connecticut 395 4% 0.2%
50 Rhode Lstand 392 99.8% 03%

Percent of population in air non-attainment areas, 2014
States with poor environmental records or conditions face an extra
challenge in attracting the best, most-skilled workers. Workers and
businesses also face the threat of punitive aclion from the federl
government {or failing to meet environmental requirements such as air-

quality standards. The above table shows the percentage of the population

in reported areas, whole or partial, where air pollution levels persistently
exceed the national ambient air quality standards,
Source: US. Environmental Protection Agency

Midwest Performance, 2014

State

Michigan
Indiana
Wisconsin
Ohio
Mtimois

Percent in
Nonattalnment
6%
20.4%
35.6%
544%
69.9%

7
27
3
36

Forcent s MensBnlamsn
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Michigan, 2011 - 2014
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SCORE CARD SPONSORS

Clark Hili

Consumers Energy

Crain’s Detroit Business

DTE Energy Foundation

MiBiz

Michigan Association of State Universities
Michigan Municipal League

Michigan State Housing Development Authority

Small Business Association of Michigan

CLARK HILL CRAIN'S vt
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